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NINTRODUCTION

i

The persistence of declining enrollments in foreign language study in this-
country-—involving, as an inevitable consequence, a shortage of language-trained
individuals in a number of critical areas-—has been cause for increasing concern
among language tzachers and language policy makers alike. The recently-released
report of the President's Commission on Foreign Language and International
Studies (Perkins, 1979), which criticized American competence in foreign
languages as "nothing short of scandalous, and...becoming worse," has created, .
to at least some exten;; a renewed interest on the part of legislators and the
general public in the status'of language study in the United States. However,
most of this imterest has been focused on the languages of wider use, such as
French, Spanish, and German, with relatively little attention paid to the less
commonly taught languages which, ironically, are spoken by the large majority of
the earth's population and include such major world languages as Japanese,
Chinese, and Russian. .

Given the relatively limited resources that are presently and for the fore-
seeable future available for program development in foreign languages, it be-
comes crucially important——all the more SO in the case of the less commonly
- taught (LCT) languages——to be able to establish developmental priorities that
will help to maximize the effectiveness of these resources with respect to
teacher training, instructional materials development, and other aspects of the
language learning process. Unfortunately, detailed and accurate information
about developmental needs in the less commonly taught languages 1is diffuse and .
is usually available only among a relatively small number of people who are
themselves teachers of the languages in question or in some other way associated
with instructional programs in these -languages.

In an effort to make -this type of information more readily and more syste-—
matically available, the Division of Advanced Training and Research — Inter-—
national Education Programs of the U.S. Department of Education has over the
last 23 years commissioned a number of papers to examine the state of the art in
the teaching of the less commonly taught languages. This division has also sup~
ported a number of conferences and surveys to discuss, assess, and set priori-
ties for the development of textbooks and other instructional materials both
within and across languages. The so-called "Kittamaqundi conference'" on the
less commonly taught languages, held in 1974, brought together about 25 par-
ticipants for just such a purpose. The resulting conference report, entitled
Material Development Needs in the Uncommonly Taught Languages: Priorities for
the Seventies (Center for Applied Linguistics, 1975) has served as a major
source of information in this area for the past seven years. .

In October 1981, the Center for applied Linguistics (CAL), through a grant
from the Department of Education, International Education Programs, began work
on a survey project. designed to update and supplement the 1975 document. Under
this project, a set of survey instruments was designed to solicit opinions from
_ the field concerning needed instructional materials, opinions that——supplemented
with review and evaluation by a panel of experts——was intended to provide a

basis for setting priorities for materials development during the 1980s.

14
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A major impetus that prompted the earlier 1975 survey was the fact that=--

despite the existence of reasonably good, and generally informal, lines of com~
munication\§mong instructors, administrators, and others involved in the
teaching of a given language or language—group area-—there was little or no
effective communication concerning the scope and nature of materials development
on a more generalized basis, i.e., cutting across individual languages or ‘
language groupings within the total field of "less commonly taught languages.’
Toward this end, a group of nationally-recognized experts was convened to, take
an informed and, to the greatest extent possible, generalized view of the then-—
current situation in the LCT language field and to make recommendations con-—
cerning materials development priorities on the basis of not only their own
detailed knowledge of the situation within their specific language areas but
also taking into account expressed needs in other language areas, as identified
by the other conference participants. This approach succeeded only partially,

" in that, notwithstanding the good will with which each of the Kittamaqundi par-
ticipants addressed this task, the resulting recommendations were still-—and.in

» all probability necessarily--expressed in terms of developmental priorities

within the specific language or language area with which each of the par— ‘
ticipants was most familiar and most qualified to make these types of judgments.
However, some degree of generalizability was introduced within the framework of
the 1975 report in that all participants were asked to make judgments about, and
frame their reports in terms of, the relative availability and need for develop—
ment of each of the so-called "tools of access” (basic texts designed on modern
pedagoglal principles, introduction to writing system, graded readings of up to
"newspaper language” level, bilingual dictionary, reference grammar, and graded
tape recordings of up to radio broadcast difficulty) within the language or
language areas in question. The Kittamaqundi report thus provided a common for-
mat for expressing materials development needs, and to this extent facilitated
and objectified the Department of Education's task in identifying the particular
materials development projects to receive funding emphasis.

A second limitation of the 1975 report was that it was based, for all prac-
tical purposes, on the informed judgments of experts in the field who——although
LCT language teachers in their own tright, and highly knowledgeable concerning
available instructional materials, as well as enrollment trends, curricular
developments, and other relevant matters in their language areas——would not
necessarily be closely in touch with the expressed needs of a wide variety of
other “front-line"” teachers.in these areas. Although expert judgment and broad-
view appraisal of the overall situation within a given language or language
group would ultimately be required in any attempt to set developmental priori-
ties for the present survey, detailed opinioens of and recommendations concerning
materials development on the part of a broad comstituency of -instructors and
department heads in these language areas would be expected to provide useful
background information against which the priority judgments could be made on a
more fully informed basis.

A third area not formally addressed in the 1975 report was that of language
training needs of the U.S. business community. To obtain relevant information
in this regard, a separate questionnaire was addressed to a sample of U.S. cor-
porations having business interests Or operations involving international trade,.
requesting information on their language training activities and needs. Also
included in the present study report is an overview of language teaching activi-
ties and materials availability and use within four government agencies having
extensive training programs in less commonly taught languages. Since in many

IR

S
O




-3

insténces, teaching materials used in these programs are also available for
public use, information concerning them is quite relevant to the consideration
of materials development needs in regular academic settings.

The information obtained in the present survey is considered to follow upon
and add further, more recent data in areas previously covered both by the 1975
report and by a number of other surveys and conferences which have detailed the
development of materials in the less commonly taught languages. An overview of
materials needs surveys and other related projects carried out under the auspi-
ces of Section 602 of NDEA'Title VI is given in Petrov (1975). Explicit mention
should also be made of the recent report of a national task force assembled by
the Modern Language Association to study and make immediate and longer-term
recommendations concerning needs for teacher training, articulation, materials .
development, student financial support, long-range planning, and other aspects
of the instructional situation in the less commonly taught languages. This
report, A National Ten-Year Plan for Teaching and Training in the Less (ommonly
Taught Languages (Iwarog, 1980), makes numerous specific recommendations con-
cerning the reflative needs for general development across languages, which would
of course haved implications for degree of priority to be set for materials deve-
lopment within a given language. '

The following sections provide a detailed description of each of the pro-
ject activities, including (1) general project planning, (2) development and
review of the draft survey instruments, (3) distribution of and response to the
final instruments, (4) description of obtained questionnaire data and review by
project review committee, (5) committee judgments concerning material develop-
ment priorities, (6) description of business questionnaire results, (6) overview
of language training at selected’government agencies, and (8) conclusions and
recommendations based on all information available to the project. :
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PROJECT PLANNING MEETING .

As specified in the project‘pfoposal, a three-person Steering Committee,
consisting of Dr. Karl C. Drobnic (Oregon State University), Dr. Richard D.
Lambert (University of Pennsylvania), and Dr. Leon I. Twarog (Ohio State
University) was established in September 1981, with all three committee members
readily agreeing to serve in this capacity. A two-day planning meeting was sub—
sequently held at the CAL offices on October 8-9, 1981. Participants at this
meeting included, in addition to the Steering Committee members and the project
co-directors, other CAL professional staff members having particular background
and expertise in areas relevant to the survey {Dr. G. Richard Tucker, CAL
director; and Dr. William W. Gage,.senior linguistic consultant to the Center).
Dr. Richard T. Thompson, U.S. Office of Education, also attended as observer-
participant. S l

The major portion of the Steering Committee meeting was devoted to a
discussion of the overall purpose and, strategy of the survey, and the following
guidelines were generally agreed to:

(1) For purposes of the survey, the term “teaching materials"” should be
interpreted in a very broad sense, S0 as to include not only the usual text-—
books, reference grammars, supplementary readers, and so forth but also audio-
and video—tape programs and other audiovisual materials, self-instructional
programs, materials developed for computer—assisted ingtruction, and other print
and nonprint materials used in teaching the less commonly taught languges in
both regular classroom settings and in the context of other "delivery systems”
for language instruction.

(2) Although the primary focus of the survey should be on materials devel-
opment needs within the context of regular academic programs (including area
studies and advanced international training programs), some attention should
also be paid to the particular needs of language instruction in the inter-
national business context, as represented, for example, by specialized language
programs for U.S. corporations doing business abroad and/or requiring foreign
language capability within their domestiec offices. A third area to which it was
considered desirable to address some attention’was that of government language
training, with respect: to both the current status of} their own instructional
materials in the less commonly taught languages and their perceived needs for
further materials development.

(3) A "two-tier" approach to the initial drafting, review, and final pre-—
paration of the survey instruments was generally agreed to. Specifically, the
recommended procedure was to (a) prepare~—on the basis of discussions at the
Steering Committee meeting and further contacts with other resource persons in
the field-—initial drafts of the survey questionnaires; (b) distribute the draft
materials to a "second tier" of approximately 25-3Q language department chair-—
men, area specialists, business corporation contacts, and others in a position
to thoroughly and perceptively review these materials; and (3) revise the
instruments as appropriate, prior to large~scale distribution. , ,

(4) Without losing sight of the basic focus of the survey--—to address spe-
cific materials needs in the less commonly taught languages——it was also con-—

sidered desirable to obtain a certain amount of information from the respondents
concerning: the composition of their language learning "clientele” and their
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purposes for language study; the specific instructional objectives of the
teaching program; tests or other procedures used to evaluate learnipnyg outcomes;
and other descriptive aspects of the programs. In addition to being of interest
in in its own right, this information would be of considerable assistance in
analyzing and drawing useful conclusions concerning the specific materials needs
identified in the main portion of the survey.

In addition to discussing and coming to general agreement on the matters
outlined above, the Steering Committee members provided the project staff a
fairly detailed listing of prospective reviewers for the initial draft of the
questionnaires. It was also recommended that, even prior to the actual drafting
of the questionnaires, extensive telephone- contacts be made with department
chairpersons and other resource individuals in the field, both to alert them to
the existence of the survey project and to obtain feedback concerning the pro-
posed topical areas to be jncluded in the survey and the ways in which the
various survey questions could best be framed. )
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DEVELOPMENT OF SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Initial Telephone Contacts ,

Following the Steering Committee meeting, the suggested telephone contacts
‘were carried out. To guide this activity, the project staff drafted ahead of
time a series of provisional questions which it felt should be included in the
survey and used this as a general protocol or "talking document" during the
actual telephone conversations. However, -in all of these conversations, 1t was
emphasized to the respondent that, in addition to reacting to individual
questions, he or she should point out any important information aspects that did
not appear to be adequately addressed, as well as provide any general obser-—
vations concerning overall questionnaire format and survey strategys

In the course of the telephone survey of academic respondents, which
extended over a period of several weeks, the project staff contacted and had
detailed conversations with approximately 30 undergraduate ot yraduate level
professors, department chairmen, and administrators. Only one person declined
to be interviewed, and the great majority of respondents were highly cooperative
and helpful in reviewing the content and plans for the survey.

" A similar procedure was followed inm contacting business corporation vepre-
sentatives for their opinions and suggestions on the content of the business-
oriented questionnaire. Approximately 20 telephone interviews were conducted
with personnel officers, training officers, or other staff members in selected
corporations, drawn from the Fortune 500 list, which were known to have inter-—
national business activities. In general, these contacts were considerably less
productive than those with the academic respondents. Most respondents indicated
that there were no clearlyparticulated programs or policies relating to language
training within their own companies, and although a.few of the respondents
expressed interest in and willingness to cooperate in the survey, many felt
there was little need for or benefit to be obtained by such an investigation.
Notwithstanding the considerably less informative and useful business-—
organization contacts, it was nonetheless possible to obtain a reasonable amount
of feedback for the design of the draft business questionnaire. In particular,
these telephone contacts suggested quite strongly that a survey instrument
addressed to the business community would need to differ considerably frou that

for the academic community, with respect to both the questions asked and their
manner of presentation.

Draft Questionnaire Development and Review

Based on the telephone contacts described above and several writing/review
sessions by project staff, draft versions of three separate questionnaires were
prepared: a Questionnaire for Department Chairpersons, a Questlonnaire for
Instfuctors (including both an overview questionnaire and individual Course
Reports to be completed by the instructors), and a Questionnaire for Business
Language Programs. In February 1982, all draft questionnaires were nailed fon
review to the Steering Committee members as well as to a total of 37 department
chairpersons, language instructors, and other resource persons in the acadenmic
area, together with a personally-addressed letter describing the background and
purpose of the project and requesting their assistance in reviewing the draft
questionnaires. Although it was anticipated that the acadenic respondents would
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be most interested in reviewing and reacting to the two academically-oriented
questionnaires, the business questionnaire was alsa included for yeneral infor-
mation as well as for any comments they might have about it. A preaddressed,
postpaid envelope was also included for returning the commented questionnaires.

A similar mailing, but consisting of only the business questionnaire, was
sent in early March 1982 to a total of18 corporations,. consisting of those
businesses previously contacted by telephone and indicating %illingness to
cooperate in the survey. A separately prepared cover letter was also included,
together with a prepaid return envelope.

In response to the review request, a total of 24 annotated returns were’
obtained from the 3vademic distribution and 7 from the business distribution.
In addition, a number df 'telephone consultations were held with review copy
recipients to clarify or, seek expansion of their written suggestions or td%,'
obtain feedback by phone from thost who had not returned an annotated question—
naire. : s .

Comments on the draft academic questionnaires (for both department chair-
persons and individual instructors) were in general quite supportive of both the
types of information being sought and the basic format of the instruments. A
number of suggestions for more precise wording and/or reformatting of individual
questions were given, and these were in most instances incorporated into the
final questionﬁaires.

3
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QUESTIONNAIRE FORMAT AND CONTENT

Facsimile copies of the final operational version of each of the question-
naire instruments are shown as Appendices A through D. As previously indicated,
within each of ‘the questionnaires, it was intended to obtain not only infor-
mation bearing on the respondents' perceived needs for teaching materials devel-
opment in a partiecular language field but also, to the extent possible, data on
the nature of the instructional programs themselves, inéluding their general
structure, teaching approaches, learning objectives, and other’program charac-
teristics that would be expected to have am important bearing on the need for,
and appropriate design of, various types of teaching materials. To facilitate’
discussion of survey results inxlater;séctions of «his report, it will be useful
to dbriefly describe the major content areas of each of the survey instruments,
including the underlying fationalg for inclusion, where appropriate.

Questionnaire for DepartmenE'Chaitpersons

e

The questionnaire addressed to department chairpersons (Appendix A) had two
ma jor objectives. The first was to obtain information of a summary nature con-—
cerning the specific less commonly taught (LCT) language(s) taught within the
department and identificition of the instructors involved (the latter as an
eventual response-rate check on the individual instructor questionnaires). This
was accomplished by asking the chaipe{son to list, on the lines provided,

“aach course in an uncdmmonly taught language that is being taught in
your department or administrative area during the current academic
year (1981-1982). (For purposes of this survey, uncommonly taught
languages are all modern languages other than English, French, German,
Italian, and Spanish).” ° .

A series of lines were provided for the chairperson to list, for each such
course, the language involved, the title of the course, the last name of the
instructor (including the chairperson as an instructor wherever relevant) and
the course enrollment. The opportunity was also provided for the chaiperson to
attach a sepa;ate‘document (such as a department file record) if this was a more
convenidnt way to provide the requested information.

A second‘major purpose of the chairperson's questionnaire was to obtain an
administrator's-level, overview appraisal, ’

\ [= . .

"across all of the LCT languages and courses taught in your department
[of]'what in your opinion are the greatest areas of current uneed with
regard to suitable and effective instructional materials.”

The respondent was askeé/tdt

"ddentify the language(s) involved, the type of material needed (e.g., ' -

basic textbooks, reference grammars, supplementary reading texts,

audiotapes, dictionaries, cultural materials, pronunciation guides,

etc.) and indicate the particular characteristics that such material

should have in order to be of greatest usefulness and value.”

’ Beyond these two basic questions, several other items of information were

requested, including an indication of whether the LCT teaching activities at the
{institution involved any of the following: inteasive language courses (defined

« a

1
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as 3 or more hours per day of inmstruction); computer—assisted instruction; self=
study (defined as "student learns the language 'on his/her own,' with teacher
involvement limited to occasional assistance, checks on progress, etc."); inter—
term and/or summer study of the language at the institution; similar study in
institution-administered programs abroad; and full-year academic study abroad.
Two additional questions were intended to determine whether the department pres=
ently had "a system for maintaining contact with LCT language students after
they leave the program (beyond the usual institution-wide alumni lists)}"; and
whether the department presently offered "any ICT language courses explicitly
designed for students who have previously studied the language but who have had
some proficiency loss through disuse.” Answers to the first question were con-
sidered of interest as an indication of the extent to which information avail-
able at the institutional level might provide "manpover resource"” data for the
less commonly taught languages; the second question.was intended as an indica=-
tion of the possible need for the development of courses especially designed to
bring previously-proficient students quickly and efficiently back to a high
level of language competence. ' ’ -

Questionnaire for Instructors and Course Report Forms

Instructors at participating institutions were asked to complete two types
of instruments, a short "Questionnaire for Instructors” (Appendix B) and the
considerably more detailed “"Course Report" form (Appendix C), one of which was
requested for "each course in a less commonly taught language that you have been
‘teaching in the current (1981-82) school year." The Questionnaire for Instruc=
tors dealt primarily with biographical and academic background information,
including "the respondent's age; highest academic degree obtained; general field
and subject matter of the degree; number of years spent teaching LCT .languages;
whether or not language teaching is the sole professional activity (and if not,
the nature of the other activity); membership in regional or national language
organizations; and whether or not the respondent currently has a tenured (or
"tenure track") position at the institution.

In addition to these background questioas, the Questionnaire for Instruc-—
tors asked the respondent to indicate, across all of the LCT language courses
taught, what he or she considered “the single most u;gent'need insofar as the
development of instructional materials is concerned.” The instructor was asked*
‘to "identify the language, the type of material needed (e.g., basic textbook,
reference grammar, supplementary reading texts, audiotapes, dictionaries,
cultural materials, pronunciation guides, etcs)sseo[and to] also give any rele-
vant information concerning the particular characteristics that this material
should have to be of maximum value and usefulness.”

The most detailed inforﬁation about materials needs within the context of
particular types of courses was requested as part of the individual Course
Reports, for which the relevant question read as follows:

"What is the greatest current need that you have with regard to
suitable and effective instructional materials for this course?
Please identify the type of material needed (e.g., basic textbook,
reference grammar, supplementary reading texts, audiotapes, dic-
tionaries, cultural materials, pronunciation guides, etc.) and indi-
cate the specific characteristics that such material should have in
order to be most useful to you. (Please append a supplementary page
if needed.)"” '

-~

5




-10-

_ In addition to the basic "needed materials'" question above, several other
questions were asked concerning a variety of characteristics of the course, .
including the title of the course and the language involved; the general type of
course (defined as "beginning," "{ntermediate," "advanced," "literature,"
"special-purpose,’ and "other"); total contact hours; and number of hours per
week devoted to various types of activities (including "eroup classroom contact
with instructor," "group classroom contact with native gpeakers Or resource per-
sons other than instructor," "individual tutorial" sessions, required or
optional "language laboratory attendance," and "other formally scheduled learn-
- ing activities." ‘ -
: |
With respect to teaching materials currently being used in the course, the- *
, respondent was asked to provide the title, edition, publisher, and date of  pub-—
lication of "the primary textbook (if any) used in this course" or, if a basic ,
textbook was not being used, to describe instead 'the materials that carry the ..
major teaching burden 1in the course." An overall quality rating of the textbook
or other materials was also requested on a four-point scale ("excellent," .
"oood," "fair," and "poor"), and the respondent.was asked to "describe briefly
those aspects of the text (or other materials) that result in this judgment,."

In addition to information on the primary text for the course, identifica-
tion of and quality ratings of any supplementary materials used in the course
(defined as "reference grammars, additiomal reading texts, English/target lan-
guage or target—language/English dictionaries, pronunciation guides, etc.') were
requested. Information was also requested on whether or not any audiotagés
were used in conjunction with the course and, if so, whether ‘these were provided
by the textbook publisher in coordination with a primted text, obtained fron
commercial sources but not specifically coordinated with the textbook, or pre-
pared on a local basis. Questions were also addressed to the use or lack of use
of other audiovisual materials (videotapes, movies, slides/filmstrips) and of
computer capabilities ("Do students work with a computer in any way in connec-—
tion with their study for this course?"). ‘ :

With regard to instructional objectives, respondénts were asked to rate,
using a four-point scale ranging from "of great importance" to '"of little or no
importance," the relative importance of ten different course objectives "for the
particular course being described." Objectives to be rated included:
“Deyélobment of listening comprehension skill
Development of speaking skill
Development of orthographic skills
Development of reading proficiency S | ,

Development of general writing ability

Familiarity with and appreciation of important classical literary .
works in the language -

Familiarity with and appreciation of contemﬁorary literary works in.
the language :

1o
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Knowledge of the civilization and formal culture of the target
language country(ies) :

N

Knowledge of the informal ('way—of-life') culture of the target
language country(ies)

Other (describe)”

A final question asked the instructor to indicate'whether each of a series
of possible assessment procedures was used to evaluate "student attainment of
the course objectives.” ' :

"General observation of student performance during the course

Paper—and-pencil quizzes prepared by the instructor

D ,

End-of~term written examination prepared independently by the indivi-
dual instructor - <

. : ’

End-of~term examination prepared on a department—wide basis (or by
individual instructors following a specified department-wide model)

"Textbook tests” published as part. of the textbook or textbook package
Externélly—prepargd standardized test

A test of knowledge of and/or sensitivity to the customs apd culture
of the foreign language country :

Face-to-face speaking proficiency interview such as -the Foreign
Service Institute (FSI)—type interview or other formalized
conversation—~based test

A speaking test in which the student records his or her responses on
tape

A test of listening‘comprehension, in which the student must indicate

comprehension of the target language as spoken by the instructor or
given on a tape recording C

Other testing procedure (please describe)”

Each reépondent was also invited to use lines provided and/or ppended page
to give "any further comments about this course that would help o describe its
objectives, teaching techniques, assessment procedures, eaching materials or
‘materials needs, or to give any other information relevédnt to the project.”

.

Queséionnaire for Business Langqgggg?rograms

This four—pagé questionnaire is described'in'greater detail in the "Survey
of Corporate Language Training” section (pages 48-53).
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QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION AND RESPONSE

Following final revision and printiag of the questionnaires, individual
packages of survey materials were prepared for mailing to individual language
departments. Each package contained a memorandum addressed to "Chairpersons of
Departments or Administrative Heads in the Less Commonly Taught Languages”
(Appendix E); one copy of the Questionnaire for Department Chairpersons; five
coples of a separate memorandum addressed to "Instructors Teaching Courses in
Less Commonly Taught Languages in U.S. Colleges and Universities” (Appendix F),
together with an equal number of copies of the Questionnaire for Instructors;
and nine copies of the individual Course Report form.

The chairperson's memorandum briefly described ghe background for and
nature o¢f the survey, indicating that its major purpBse was to "determine the
nature, availability, and extent of use of textbooks, reference grammars,
audiovisual aids, and other instructional wmaterials used in teaching less com-—
monly taught languages in the United States....[and,.to] attempt to identify and
bring to attention the lack of , or shortcomings that may exist in, available
teaching materials in a particular language.” . The assistance requested of the-
chairperson was that of "(1l) completing and returning to us the enclosed ,
'Questionnaire for Department Chairpersons' and (2) distributing, to instructors
who have been currently teaching (1981-82) ocne or more LCT language courses in
your department, the explanatory materials and survey forms also included in
this package, with the request that they complete these materials and return
them directly to us at the project office.” The "less commoaly taught
languages"” were defined as "all current world languages other than English,
French, German, Italian, and Spanish.” An "instructor” was considered to be
"dnyone having primary responsibility for teaching a class group” and did not
include "native speakers who provide additional language practice or other
'resource persons' beyond the regular teacher.” Assurances were given that all
project data would be analyzed and reported on a basis that would not permit the
association of the detailed results with any given individuals or institutions.
Larger institutions for which the number of provided questionnaire copies was
insufficient were asked to reproduce additional copies locally or telephone the
project office for an additional supply. Although the instructor—addressed.
materials were designed as “"stand—alone” documents, chairpersons were requested
to add their own "short cover note (or verbal message)"” to the instructor
materials as an "important additional reinforcement of the value and signifi-
cance of the survey.”

' The instructor memorandum provided background information generally similar
to that contained in the chairperson's questionnaire and indicated that indivi-
dual instructors at the participating institutions were being asked to provide
"fairly detailed information about the specific courses that they are teaching,
with special attention to the nature of the course and its objectives, the
instructional materials used and, very importantly, their judgments about
‘instructional materials that need to be developed within the context of these
courses.” Return mailing labels addressed to the project office were also
included.

The mailing lists for questionnaire distribution ‘included primarily the
Modern Language Association's most recent computer listing of department chair-
persons at two— and four-year colleges and universities in the United States,
together with the Department of Education's September 1981 directory of national
language resource centers (area studies centers) and a small number of addi-

Sy
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tional individuals identified by the project staff or by members of the project
Steering Committee. With respect to the MLA .1ist, the entire database was

' searched for all modern language departments other than English, French,
Spanish, German, and Italian, and mailing labels were prepared which, in the
great majority of instances, addressed the department chairperson by name. A
total of 865 survey packages, each containing the materials described in the
preceding section, were distributed by first class mail on April 22, 1982, with
the request that the recipients adhere to a mid-May target date (or earlier if
possible) for return of the completed forms. Respondents were encouraged to
call or write the project offices if- they had any questions concerning the sur=
vey or the details of their participation in it. ‘

The rate of questionnaire return, as of the last two weeks of May, was
quite modest (completed chairperson's and/or instructors' questionnaires
returned from approximately 17 percent of the departments surveyed). In an
attempt to increase the return rate and in anticipation of the planned mid-
summer meeting of a larger group of Steering Committe members and other resource
persons to review and assist in interpretation of the survey results, a short
follow-up memorandum was mailed on June 3rd to those departments which had not
yet responded as of that date. This memorandum reminded the recipient of the
- original survey mailing and indicated that, in recognition of other activities
at the institution that may have prevented a response by the original target
date, the survey period had been extended to June 18, 1982 and that '"question—
naires returned on or close to this date can still be tabulated and included in
the project analysis." It was also offered to send any needed copies of the
survey materials immediately upon phone request to the project office.

As a result of this follow-up mailing, the response rate increased somewhat
over the next several weeks so that, as of the July 9th date of the survey
review and discussion meeting, questionnaire materials had been received from
approximately 23 percent of the original survey wailing list.

v
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SURVEY REVIEW MEETING AND FOLLOW-UP

Although a major objective of the survey was to assemble detailed infor-
mation concerning perceived needs for materials development on the part of
"front-line"” instructors and administrators, it was also considered important to
obtain a more generalized and more highly synoptic appraisal of the obtained
\\ o data with respect to various trends that might be identified in them by persons
highly familiar with the languages or language groups involved and with prior
materials development needs and activities in these areas. 1In order to assist
in obtaining this needed broader perspective, a ten—person review committee was
established, consisting of the Steering Committee members and seven additional
participants, as follows: '

Dr. Albert Dien, Stanford University - (Asian/Chinese) J

Dr. Charles Gribble, Ohio State University - (Slavic and East European)
Dr. Franklin Huffman, Cornell University — (Southeast Asian) .
Dr. Eleanor Jorden, Cormell University - (Asian/Japanese)

Dr. Carolyn Killean, University of Chicago - (Middle Eastern)
Dr. Richard Lambert, University of Pennsylvania - (South Asian)
Dr. Grace Mancill, American University — (Language for Special Purposes) ®
Dr. Rosane Rocher, University of Pennsylvania - (South Asian)

Dr. Leon Twarog, Ohio State University — (Slavic and East European)

Dr. David Wiley, Michigan State University - (Sub=Saharan African)

Dr. Richard T. Thompson and Mrs. Julia A. Petrov also attended (as observer-—
participants) the one-day meeting of the review committee which was held at the
Center for Applied Linguistics on July 13, 1982, All of the above persons were
present with the exception of Dr. Charles. Gribble, who was traveling out of the
country. However, Dr. Gribble reviewed the survey results and other project
materials and provided relevant information by mail and through telephone
conversations.

In preparation for the review meeting, project staff prepared tabulations
of the responge data for all questionnéirés returned prior to the meeting date,
in a form generally similar to that shown in Tables 4 through 10, and mailed
this material to the codimittee members in advance of the meeting. In addition

_ to tabulating numerical data from the various questionnaire items, project staff
reproduced verbatim<for the committee any written (*fill=-in") comments con-
cerning needed instructional materials that expanded to any extent upon the _
numerically coded information. Many of these comments were quite detailed and
showed evidence of considerable reflection and diligence in answering on the
part of the respondents. )

In reviewing the survey results available at the time of the meeting, an
initial consideration oa the part of the committee was the extent tg'which .
responses for a given language or language group could be considered represen-
tative of the overall “field"” in that area. To assist in this determination,
listings of all institutions and departments responding to the survey, by
language, were provided, and individual committee members reviewed these for
their own language areas. In general, it was felt that for certain languages,
including Russian, Arabic,.Japanese, and Chinese, responses had, for the most
part, been received from the major institutions involved in the teaching of =
these languages. However, for several other areas, including especially the

-
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Southeast Asian, South Asian, and Sub—Saharan African language groupings, it was
considered that a number of institutions known to have training programs in
these areas were not yet represented in the survey. It was therefore recom- -
mended by the committee that a third mailing of survey materials be sent Cto each
of several targeted institutions, to be specified by the committee member(s)-
representing the language areas in question, with the strong request that the
instirution participate in the survey. To add further weight to this effort,
. Richard Thompson agreed to provide a cover memorandum over his signature
stating, among other things, that "[since] your department has been identified
as having a critically impqrtant teaching program....it would therefore be of
substantial assistance to the Department of Education, in analyzing the results
“of the survey and planning its programmatic activities over the next several
years, to have the language program and associated materials development needs
of your department adequately represented in the survey data.” A revised
deadline of September 15, 1982 was designated for return of the questionnaires,
of which additional copies were provided, along with copies of the original
desgriptive memoranda, in.the follow-up mailing packets distributed on July 29,
1982. To insure that Department of Education arex studies center directors had
all received notification of the survey and been provided the opportunity to
respond, a similar mailing was sent to those area centers which had not returned
the survey materials as of that date. :

The additional July mailing resulted in an appreciable increase in returms,
which were subsequently processed and tabulated along with the questionnaires
returned from the earlier mailings. With respect to/overall response rates,
across all three questionnaire distributions, a total of 967 separate depart-
ments were contacted, of which 50 responded that no LCT languages were currently
(1981-82) being taught in their departments. Of the remaining 917 departments,
completed chairperson's questionnaires and/or individual course reports were
received from 249 departments, or 27.2% of the total. Appendix G gives an
alphabetical listing of all responding institutions and the languages repre-—
sented in the questionnaire returns for that institution. '

" In interpreting the surve;\resﬁlts, a number of cautions must be kept in
:mind concerning the nature of the response data. First?“to the extent that the
MLA listing of department chairpersons——~together with the list of area studies
center directors and supplementary listings provided by ‘the Advisory Board mem—
bers for individual languages or language areas—-may not have fully reflected
the totality of academic institutions offering training in the less commonly
taught languages, some institutidns legitimately includable in the theoretical
population may not have been included in thé distribution of survey materials.
Second, although the total response rate is generally in keeping with the return
percentages obtained in voluntary-response sirveys of this type (for example,
the return rate for the MLA Task Force Survey on the Uncommonly Taught
Languages was approximately 25 percent), the response data are necessarily
based on thcse departments willing to participate in the project. Third, in
analyzing the data with respect to individual languages or language groups, the
actual number of responses to a particular question for a given language should
be carefully considered since, in some instances, especially for the higher—
level courses, the total response frequency is relatively low. The base Ns for
individual language groupings are shown on the appropriate data tables in each

instance.




SURVEY RESPONSE DATA

This section describes and discusses the responses obtained for tﬁe acade-
mic portion of the survey. ., Information obtained with respect to the business

corporation survey and government agency overview is presented in subsequent
sections. "

Before addressing the survey responses with respect to expressed needs for
materials development, it will be useful to describe briefly the information
obtained from those portions of the survey addressed to other aspects of the
teaching situation for the less commonly taught languages, including the general
structure of the teaching :programs, background and training of instructors, and
the teaching procedures and objectives of LCT courses.

'Teaching Program Structure

*

With respect to language training program Structure, chairpersons were

asked to indicate whether each of several types of language teaching activities
were carried out for any LCT languages offered in their department. As shown in
Table 1, relatively few chairpersons (23%) reported that "intensive' language
courses (defined as 3 or more hours per day of instruction) were being offered

in their department. Somewhat more (36%) indicated that interterm and/or summer
language study at the institution was offered in addition to the regular acade-
mic year courses. Opportunities for summer or interterm study abroad were pro-
vided in 22% of the responding deﬁartments, and in 20%, a full-year study abroad

program.
Table 1
Questionnaire for Department Chairpersons
Responses to Other Than "Materials Needs'" Questions
(N=223)
_Yes No . No Answer
Intensive LCT language courses 234 727 47
(3 or more hours/day) ‘
Computer—assisted instruction ' 7 88 5
Self-study . 26 : 70 5
Interterm/ summer study - . . ; -
at the institution 36 .60 X 4 :
Interterm/summer study abroad . 22 74 . 4
Full-year study abroad ‘ 20 77 4 ‘
«System for‘maintaining contact -

with graduated students . 8 88 4

-

Courses explicitly designed for
"attrition” students (see text) 11 83 6
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.With respect to instructional techniques other than the regular classroom
teacher/student interaction, 26% of the respondents reported that self-study
opportunities were provided (defined as "student learns the language ‘on his/her
own,' with teacher involvement limited to occasional assistance, checks on
progress, etc.”). Written comments on this question indicated that in many
instances the "self-study" activity involved independent work in ad vanced
reading courses or literature—oriented courses, rather than self-training in
basic language skills through tape recorded drills or other "programmed” means.

A total of 7% of the responding chairpersons indicated current use of
computer—assisted (CAIL) instruction in their departments. Written comments to
this question mentioned operational CAI programs in Russian, Japanese, Swedish,
Armenian, and Iingala. The wmost frequently cited applications of computer tech=-
nology were in connecticn with vocabulary. learning, grammar drill, and reading
comprehension development. These results are in keéeping with an earlier survey
by Olsen (1980) which found essentially the same pattern of CAL utilization for
postsecondary language departments generally.

To determine whether any special learning provisions were being made for
previously—-proficient LCT students in need of "refresher” training (as distin-
guished from enrollment in the regular language course sequence), the question
was asked "Does your department offer ‘any LCT language courses explicitly .
designed for students who have previously studied the language but who have had
some proficiency loss through disuse?” Eleven percent of the respondents indi-
cated that such courses were offered, but the write=in comments suggested that
in several 1instances the courses in question were simply part of the regular
program sequence (e.g., an "{ntermediate” course offered in the fall term and
making allowances for lack of language use over fhe summer recess) rather than
specially designed and targeted courses of the type intended in the original
question. A few specialized courses were described, including, for example, a
summer refresher course in Hindi for "academics and other professionals” who
have had "little opportunity to use their Hindi since their latest stay in the
field [and are attempting to] update thelr proficiency before departing for
India for research or diplomatic or social service.”

Only 8% of tﬁe responding chairpersons indicated that their department had
“a system for maintaining contact with LCT language students after they leave
the program (beyond the usual institution-wide alumni lists)."” 1In most instan-—
ces, this was described as consisting of personal contacts, informal correspon-
dence, occasional newsletters, and other relatively unstructured procedures,
rather than a detailed, ongoing process. To the extent that up-to-date infor-
mation on the locatibn and availability of graduates of LCT programs would be of
relevance to "human resource” monitoring and .programmatic planning within these

'language areas (a strong recommendation of the MLA Task Force on the Uncommonly

Taught Languages), there would appear to be an identified need in this regard.

Instructor Background and Training

o

The "Questionnaire for Instructors,¥ which accompanied and supplemented the
individual course report questionnaires, was intended to gathér certain basic
information concerning the academic background, years of teaching experience,
and other relevant characteristics of the instructors whose teaching activities
and opinions on materials development needs were répresented in the individual
course reports. Table 2 shows the total (across—languages) response to these

2o
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Table 2
Characteristics of Responding Instructors //
: ' Other Other South-
Western Other East Middle East & South East east Sub-Sahararn
Total European Russian European Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japane%e Asian Aslan African
Years teaching uncommonly-taught ' . '
language(s): \
Mean | 11.5 6.9 14.8 9.3 9.7 11.4 1.7 12.9 11.3  17.3  13.0 8.5
Range 1-36 1-25 1-35 1-30 1-34 1-26 1-23 1-30 1-32 10-23 1-32 1-36
"S§.D. “7.40 '6.32 8.17 7.11 6.10 '7.48 6.59 8.35 7.63 5.12 9ag1 8.73
N - (507) (48) (115) (48) (16) (37) §23) (77) (84) (6) (2P (26)
Language teaching sole professional .
activity? ' :
Yes 29% 407% 497% 23%° 38% 19% 9% 45% 33% 17% 30% - 15%
No . 71 60 - 51 77 62 81 91 55 67 83 70 85
Number responding (505) (47) (115) (47) (16) (37) (23) (77) (84) (6) (27) (26)
Age: | .
25 and under 1007% 100% 1007 1007 - - - 100% 160% - - -
Over 25 99 96 98 94 100% 100% - 98 99 - - 100%
Over 30 93 78 95 90 95 97 100% 94 . 90 - 100% - 92
Over 35 79 54 85 81 64 89 78 80 77 - 97 65
Over 40 59 36 65 55 45 54 ) 65 71 53 - 79 42
Over 45 ’ 45 28 55 38 32 32 93 49 43 100% 64 : 23
Over 50 31 20 45 17 19 27 39 32 24 50 45 15
Over 55 18 12 29 11 13 16 17 18 11 33 26 ’ 15
Number responding (507) (49) (115) (47) (16) (37) (23) (77) (84) (6) (27) (26)
Highest academic degree:
Throygh high school 100% - 100% - - - - - 100% ~ -  100%
Through B.A. .99 100% 98 . 100% 100% 100% - 100% 99 1002 - 96
Through M.A. 92 80 96 96 94 94 100% 92 91 83 100% 92
Through Ph.D. 62 41 68 72 44 : 69 96- + 53 48 83 92 73
Number responding (501) (49) (115) (46) (16) (36) (23) (75) (83) (6) (26) (26)
. ' 15 ¥ =
:2%; w4




Field of highest academic degree:

Literature
Linguistics/Language education
Area studies

Other humanities
Non-humanities

Number responding

Membership in professional
language organization(s):

One or mcre listed
None listed F

Tenured or tenure—track position:

Yes
No

Number responding

Total

18%
47
19
15

(504)

T1%
29

65%
35

(505)

Western
European Russian

29%
43
12
14

(49)

65%
35

35%
65

(49)

_lq-
Table 2 (continued)

Characteristics of Responding Instructors

Other ' Other South- o
Other East Middle East & South . . East east Sub-Saharan
European . Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian Asian African
21% 17% 13% " 19% (137 30% 27% oz 0% 4% ‘
35 49 44 30 57 36 46 67 89 81
34 26 13 c 19 22 18 12 0 0 0
9 9 T3l 32 9 14 15 33 11 - .15
p 2 0 0o . 0 0 4 0 N 0 0
(112) (47) (16) (37 (23) N (84) (6) (27) (26)
73% 83% 88% 70% 708 79% 77% 33%  8l% 54%
27 17 12 30 30 21 .23 67" 19 46
82% 62% 53% 57% 14% 57% 57% 100% 85% BSZ
18 38 47 43 26 43 43 0 15 35
(114) (47) (15) G - (23) (77) (84) (6) (27) (26)

@ .
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retention difficulties associated with departmental budget reductions, tenure
controversies, and other administrative constraints suggests, at the same time,
a reduced likelihood of adding younger staff in these areas within the near—term
future. . .

Classroom Activities 'and Instructional Objectives

Pl
K4

"In addition to seeking informatiom directly related. to teaching material
utilization and needs, the course report questionuaires included several other
questions concerning the general nature of the-course and its instructional
objectives. A basic question addressing the “level" of the course included the
following possible response categories: :

Beginning - introductory course intended for students having no prior study
of or exposure to the language '

Intermediate — follow-on course for students who have acquired the rudi-
ments of the language via the beginning course or equivalent outside
study/exposure

Advanced - “"beyond-intermediate”. course aimed at further increasing student
Skills in listening, speaking, reading, or writing the language (e.g.,
composition and conversation course)

Literature - course that may involve some proficiency—oriented instruction
but is primarily intended to develop student knowledge and appre-
ciation of literary works in the language

Special-purpose - course intended to teach the language for a specific aca-
demic, business, or personal application (e.g., “Ching documents,”
"language for airline personmel,” "“language for travel abroad,” etc.)

Other — course that does not fit adequately into any of the preceding cate-—
gories. .

Across all codeable course reports received, the number of questionnaires by
level was: beginning, 384; intermediate, 219; advanced, 127; literature, 63;
special—-purpose, 47; aund other, 21. '

A question intended to determine the total number of course contact hours
(“Please give the total number of classroom contact hours for the entire
course") was apparently misinterpreted by a number of respondents who supplied
figures that appeared to represent the number of credit hours carried by the
course or the number of hours per day or week that the class met, rather than
the intended total contact hours. A related result was to render problematical
the detailed analysis of the immediately-folleowing question asking for the
number of hours per week devoted to each of several types of activity, such as
“group classroom contact with instructor,” "individual tutorial," etc., since in
the absence of the total number of course hours these figures would be very dif-
ficult to interpret. '

A second question, addressing the instructional objectives of the course,
was, however, much more readily interpretable. For this, the respondent was
asked to indicate the "relative importance” (from the standpoint of the par-

Q é;
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Table 3

Beginning

Development of
listening compre-
hension skill

Dé&elopment of
speaking
skill

Development of
reading
proficiency

Development of
orthographic
gkills

Knowledge of
informal culture
of country

Development of
general writing
ability

Knowledge of
formal culture
of country

Familiarity with
contemporary
literary works

Familiarity with
classical -
literary works

*On scale of 4 = "of great importance” to 1 = "of

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC

Judged

3.61%

3.50

3.39

2.99

2.70

2.63

2.28

Relative Importance of ilnstructional Objectives by Course Level

Intermediate

Development of
reading
proficiency

Development of
listening compre-
hension skill

Development of

speaking

skill e
Development of
orthographic
skills

Knowledge of
informal culture
of country

Development of
general writing
ability

Knowledge of
formal culture
of country

Familiarity with

" contemporary

1.44

1.40

literary works

Familiarity with
classical
literary works

3.60

3.46

3.43

3.08

2.89

2.86

2.64

1.89

1'72

Advanced

Development of
reading
proficiency

Development of
listening compre-~
hension skill

Development of
speaking
skill

- Development of

general writing
ability

Development of
orthographic
skills

Knowledge of
informal culture
of country

Knowledge of
formal culture
of country

Familiarity with
contemporary
literary works

Famillarity with
classical
literary works

little or no importance.”

3.67

3.33

1 3.32

3'12
3.01
2.97

2'91

2.13

Literature

Development of
reading
proficiency

Knowledge of.
formal culture
of country-

Familiarity with
classical
literary works

"Familiarity with

contemporary
literary works

Knowledge of
informal culture
of country

Development of
general writing
ability ’

Development of
speaking
skill

Development of

listening compre-
hension skill

Development of
orthographic
skills

3.67

3.35

3'26

3.15

2.96

2.64

2.55

2.40

2.29
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.ticular course being described) of each of several listed teaching objectives,
based on a four—point scale ranging from "of great importance”™ to "of little or
no importance.” Table 3 shows, for "beginning,” “"intermediate,” “advanced,” and
"literature” courses, in order of decreasing importance, the average rankings
(based on "of great importance” = 4; "quite important” = 3; "of some importance”
= 2; of "little or no importance” = 1) of each of the objectives listed. Across
beginning, intermediate, and advanced courses,. the three course objectives con-
sidered least important are (in decreasing order) "knowledge of the civilization
and formal culture of the target language country(ies)”; "familiarity with and
appreciation of contemporary literary works in the language"; and "familiarity
with and appreciation of important classical literary works in the language.”

At the other end of the scale, development of general proficiency in listening
comprehension, speaking, and reading are the three most highly rated objectives
across all three course levels. Within these three objectives, development of
listening comprehension skill is ranked first at the beginning level, followed
by speaking and reading; at intermediate and advanced levels, the development of
reading proficiency assumes primary importance, followed rather closely by

listening and speaking (in that order). The development of "general writing

ability" is ranked fairly low at both beginning and intermediate levels, and
assumes somewhat more prominence for the advanced courses, where it 1is rated at

3.12 on the average (barely above the "quite important” level).

The ranking of instructional objectives for literature courses 1is seen to
follow a somewhat different pattern, with reading proficiency again at the top
of the scale, but with knowledge of formal culture, familiarity with classical
and contemporary literary works, knowledge of the informal culture of the
country, and development of general writing ability constituting, in that order,
the next five rankings. Development of speaking and listening comprehension are
at the bottom of the scale, along with "development of orthographic skills.”

Assessment Procedures

A fairly detailed question on the various assessment procedures used in the
course was also included, both for general information and for comparison with
the stated instructional objectives. Responses to this question are shown
separately for beginning (Table 4) and intermediate (Table 5) levels, both for
the total respondent group for that, K level and for individual language areas.
(Total responses to this question for the advanced and literature courses were,.
in. general, too few to warrant separate tabulation by language.)

As would be anticipated, across both course levels, "general observation of
student performance during the course” is the most frequently cited assessment
procedure (99% of the total respondents in both instances), followed by "paper-
and-pencil quizzes prepared by the instructor” (95% and 91% for beginning and
intermediate courses, respectively) and "end-of-term written examination pre-
pared independently by the individual instructor” (85% and 89%). For both
beginning and intermediate levels, use of an "end-of-term written examination
prepared on a department—wide basis (or by individual instructors following a

specified department-wide model)” was infrequently mentioned (17% and 16%,

. respectively). A positive response to this question would be expected to hinge,
in large part, on the existence of a sufficient number of instructers in that
language within the department to justify a joint examination—-preparation
efforts The relatively larger number of department-wide examinations reported
for beginning Russian courses (32%) and -beginning Western European language




-2 4-
’ Table 4
g s : Aésesément Procedures Used in Beginning Courses
Other ‘ N ‘Other South;
Western. Other East - Middle East & South . East  east Sub-Saharan
Total European Russian  European Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian Asian African
General observatioq of performahce '. 99% 97% 987 -100% | 100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 1602 100% - 100%
 Paper and pencil quizzes | 95 86 98 95 100 100 83 100 98 100 86 85
- Instructor—prepared written exam 85 66 . 80 . :94 92 94 .78 93 90 106 81 . 81
DéfartmenFjWide wriften exan . 17 22 32 0 13 14 . 6 17 13 0- 7 iz
“Textbook tests” | 10 15 8 7 13 14 1 8 9 o 13 4
’ Externaliy—prepared : | . ) |
standardized test 3 0 1 , 3 » 0 _ 4 6 8 5 0 0 0
Customs/culture’ test e 15 13 13 25 8 18 18 14 40 18 28
Face to face speaking test 39 33 33 10 38 16 35 55 59 0 60 46
Tapé—recorded speaking test 20 27 16 18 13 31 24A 31 16. 0 6 16
Listening comprehension test 65 70 59 ( 43 o 78’ 56 , 712 76 83 40 67 54
(56-62) (5—6)(15—21)

Range of Ns . (321-371) (32-36) (72-83)  (27-35) (8-12)  (25-31)  (17-19) (35-46)

(23-27)
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' Table 5

Assessment Procedures Used in Intermedlate Courses

——

‘Other Other South-

<>

Western- Other East: Middle East & South o o East east Sub~-Saharan
Total European Russian ‘ European Arabic North African 'Asiap Chinese q?panese‘ Aslan Aslan. African

‘General observation of perfo.r’mance 992 100% - 100% 100% 91% 927. i 100%  100% 98%" , 100% '10074.
Paper and pencil quizzes | 91 91 93 100 91 85 86 88 95 1 53, 87 .
Instructor—prepared written exam " 89 ' 91 84 100 , 82 77 86. 89 93 g , 100 80
Déparcmenc--wide written exam 16 10 2% 0 18 20 0 7 19 g 10 B U '
“Textbook tests” | 5 0 5 0 18 1 % 0 10 11? 0 0
Externall&-prepared ‘ B . ‘ g' .

standardized test 4 0 5 o . 0 ’ "0 o . 3 - 10 E 0 . 0.
Customs/culture test 21 18 - 14 | 24 55 35 - 43 2 iﬂ g 10 27
Face to face speaking test 39 40 27 0 45 “22 57 50 48 D 40, 56 )
Tapé-recorded speaking test 22 | 30 22 31 0 22 17 24 | .21 g 10 . 25
Listening comprehension test 55 70 49 44 . 73 » 50 57 58 ‘ 61 * 45 44
Range of Ns | ©(190-213) (10-11) (41-47)  (15-17) _ (11) (9-13) (’6-7Q) (30-35)  (42-45) (10-12) . (14-16) '

4
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courses (22%) by ‘comparison to the other language areas (0% - 17%) may be
reflective of this fact. The measurement consideration at issue is that,
wherever this is possible, across—instructor collaboration in preparing course
examinations may be expected to have a positive and synergistic effect on com~
tent and testing procedures, by comparison to the possibly more cursory and
idiosyncratic test preparation by individual instructors.

Although the development of proficiency in listening comprehension was
judgad by the respondents as the most important and second most important
teaching cbject®ve for beginning and intermediate courses, only 65% of the
beginning course and 55% of the intermediate course instructors indicated that
they made use of "a test of listening comprehension, in which the student must
indicate comprehension of the target language as spoken by the instructor or
given on a tape recording.” With respect to the testing of speaking ability,
the positive responses to both "face-to-face speaking proficiency interview such
as the Foreign Service Institute (FSI)~type interview or other formalized
conversation-based test” and to "a speaking test in which the student records
his or her tesponses on tape” were quite a bit higher (especially for the
former) than would have been anticipated. For both beginning and intermediate

_courses, 39% of the responding instructors indicated that they gave a "face-to-

face speaking proficiency interview” of an FSI- or other formalized type.
Although the direct testing of speaking proficiency by means of a structured
intervkew such as that originally developed by the Foreign Service Institute has
within 'the past two or three years begun to be known to and used to some extent
by the academic community, this has been for the most part within the larger-—
volume languages (principally French and Spanish), and would in no event

, approach the frequency of use suggested by the response data. A more appropri-

ate explanation of the s rvey results for this question is probably that the
question was quite liberally interpreted by the respondents to include any type
of general conversation with the students as constituting a "proficiency
interview,” notwithstanding the intended emphasis on highly formalized proce-
dures in the original question. . .

The frequency of administration of "a speaking test in which the student
records his or her responses on tape” was also surprisingly high—--20% and 22%
for beginning and intermediate courses. It is doubtful that this aumber of
respondents would have prepared or otherwise have available to them formally-—
designed tape-based speaking tests; again, a possible inter retation is that the
question was liberally interpreted to include a variety of Eanguage laboratory
exarcises requiring spoken responses on the students' part but that did not

‘necessarily involve a highly formalized "examination" process.

"Textbook tests,” defined in the questionnaire as "[those] published as
part of the textbook or textbook package,” are very rarely used by the respon-
dents in either beginning (10%) or intermediate (5%) courses. This is probably
in large part a reflection of the fact that, except for pro forma, quiz-type

" exercises of dubioug technical quality or instructional value, textbooks and

other teaching programs -in both higher-volume‘and'LCT languages have tended to
place little or no emphasis on providing appropriate assessment materials as
part of the total instructional package. This is rather unfortunate in that the
development of suitable tests on a one-time, uniform basis as an integral part

of the textbook preparation effort would constitute a considerably more effi-

cient and cost—effective approaéh to the assessment of course achievement than
the current approach of placing this responsibility, for all practical purposes,
on the many individual teachers using the text materials. '




-27~ | ,

- Tests of "knowledge of and/or sensitivity to the customs and culture of the
foreign language country” are reported as being used in 16% of the teginning LCT
courses. and 21% of the intermediate courses; this appears generally in keeping
with the relative importance accorded this area as a course objective at both

o ) levels. '

The assessment of developed proficiency in the ‘language by mears of a an
“externally-prepared standardized test” was, by all odds, the least frequently
reported testing procedure at both beginning and intermediate levels (3% and 4%,
respectively). Absclutely no use of such tests was reported for Western
European, Arabic, Other East Asian, Southeast Asian, and Sub—Saharan African
languages at the beginning level and for the same languages plus Other East
European, Other Middle East and . North African, and South Asian at the inter-
mediate level. This is undoubtedly a reflection of the fact that, with the
known exceptions of the Japanese Proficiency Test, developed in 1979 through a
grant from the Japan-U.S. Friendship Commission, and the MLA-Cooperative
Proficiency Tests for Teachers and Advanced Students in Russian (deyeloped in
1961 and no longer readily available), there. are currently available no objec-—
tive, non-curriculum specific, standardized tests of functional proficiency in
the less commonly taught languages. . (A standardized test of listening compre-
hension and reading proficiency in Chinese is under development” through a grant
from the Department of Education, but will not be available for general use
until the spring of 1984.) In the absence of such external-to-program ’
assessment instruments, oriented in both format and content to determining the
student's ability to function appropriately in real-1ife language use settings,
evaluation of the effectiveness or lack of effectiveness of the language
programs being conducted at individual institutions (or, on as group basis,
within the United States generally) will continue to be both extremely difficult
and of doubtful accuracy and validity.

Use of Instructional Materials

Several questions in the course report sought information on the type and
nature of use of instructional materials currently being used in the course.
These questions included a request for identification of the “title, edition,
publisher, and date of publication of the primary textbook (if any) used in this
course”; a listing of any supplementary materials used (and giving as examples
reference grammars, additional reading texts, dictionaries, and pronuncilation
guides); an indication of whether any audiotapes were used in the course and, if
so, whether these were "provided by the textbook publisher and designed to
closely coordinate with the printed textbook," "provided by a commercial
publisher but not specifically coordinated with the textbook,” or "locally- e
prepared”; identification of any audiovisual materials other than audiotapes
used "on a regular basis” in the course; and an indication of whether "students
work with a computer in any way in connection with their study for this course.”

, Tables 6 and 7 show the total and individual language area responses’ to

‘- these questions for beginning and intermediate levels, respectively. For both
levels, and as would be expected, a substantial majority of the courses make use
of a published textbook. However, there is a clear differentiation in extent of
textbook use across the two levels in that, for all language area categoriles,
with the single exception of Arabic (for which textbooks were used in all
reported courses at both levels), the percentage of textbook use is higher at
the beginning level than at the intermediate level. For all language groups
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combined, textbook use drops from 89% to 82%; for individual language areas, the
greatest decrease in textbook use 1is reported for Western European (92% to 64X%)
and Other Fast European (92% to 65%) languages, while the other areas decline
only slightly or moderately (for example, Russian 95% to 90%; Chinese ¢8% to
91%). Appendix J is a bibliographic listing of all textbooks reported used, by

language.

' Conversely, for the total respondent group and for most of the jindividual-
language areas, the use of supplementary materials 1s more extensive at the
intermediate than at the beginning level (63% to 56Z overall). The same general
trend--decrease in textbook use and increased use of supplementary materials-—-

also continues at the advanced level, at least insofar as the total group data
(N ‘= 127) are concerned, as summarized below:

Beginning Intermediate Advanced
Textbook.use 89% 827% 51%
Supplementary
materials use 56% 634 64%

Audiotapes are fairly extensively used at both beginning and intermediate
levels. In beginning courses, the audiotapes are predominantly commercially
published and explicitly coordinated with the textbook (57%) rather than
locally-prepared (39%) or commercially published without relationship to a par-
ticular textbook (4%). The frequency of use of “textbook audiotapes" decreases
systematically from begifining (57%) to intermediate (41%) to advanced (15%),
while the use of locally-prepared tapes rises slightly at the intermediate level
and decreases substantially in advanced courses (39%, 44%, 29%). Commercially
prepared dudiotapes not associated with specific textbooks continue to be used
very infrequently at both intermediate (7%4) and advanced (4%X) levels.

Reasonably extensive use 1is nade of other audiovisual materials such as
videotapes, movies, and slides/filmstrips in beginning courses (31%), with
progressively decreasing utilization at. the intermediate (26%) and advanced

(16%) levels. Write-in responses concerning "other audiovisual materials" indi-

cate that for the most part these materials are being used to provide additional

culiural information. Except for a single reference to a video-based teaching"

progran in Japanese, there were no .references to the use of video techmology for
language training per se.

A total of 5% of the beginning level courses have the students "work with a
computer" in comnection with their language study (corresponding figures for
{nternediate and advanced are 4% and 2%). Acrosg all three levels, the only
language areas for which any such use 1s reported are West European, Russian,
Other East European, Japanese, and Sub~Saharan African. Written resposes to
this question identify: grammar and vocabulary drills for first and/or second
year Russian (Stanford, Rollins College, University of Iowa, and University of
California - Riverside); several semesters of Russian on the PLATO system
(University of Illinois - Urbana); a computer—assisted Swedish grammar program
(University of California - Santa Barbara; a reading program for Japanese kanji
(Chaminade University of Honolulu); and English-target/target—English vocabu-
lary drill in Lingala {Indiana University - Bloomington). In addition, several
respondents indicated that they were investigating the possibility of intro-
ducing CAL courses or were seeking grant support for CAL development.

3.
LV )




Instructional Materia

Table 6

1s Used in Beginning Courses

Other South-

Western Other East Middgzhgzst & South East east  Sub-Saharan '
Total European Russian European Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian Asian African :
Textbook 89% 92% 95% 92% 100% - 87% 742 98% 98% 67% 86% 85%
Supplementary Materials 56 64 49 67 50 55 68 62 53 33 43 56

Textbook Audiotapes 57 56 69 75 92 35 37 60 81 2 48 44

Other Commercial Audiotapes 4 5 5 3 0 6 3 4 0 0 0 11
Locally-Prepared Audiotapes 39 33 38 41 8 58 58 43 24 17 57 41

Other A-V Materials 31 42 29 31 17 23 37 34 . 34 17 33 41

Use of Conmputer 5 11 6 3 0 0 | 0 0 10 0 0 15

Base N (382) (36) (85) (36) | (12) (31) (19) (47) (62) (6) (21) | (27)
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s .Table 7 : -~
Instructional Materials_Used in Intermediate Courses o
L 7 . o Other ' ) "< Other South-
Western Other East _ Middle East & South East  east Sub-Saharan
Total European Russian  European Arabic North African_ Asian Chinese Japanese Aslan Aslan African
Textbook 82% 647 9G% 654 100% 79% 71% . 91% - 93% 85% 81%
Supplementary Materials 63 73 69 76 45 64 100 63 44 1 54 81
. . : N ,
N R [} s .
Textbook Audiotapes 41 27 49 6 .73 21 : 0 49 ° 56 U 23 31
: ‘ . F
. . ‘ o s . ' . F o
. Other Commercial Audiotapes 7 27 8 0 0o . 21 ) 0 0 9- I 0 6
. ’ . N C
" R . . -, . I ) B
Locally-Prepared Audiotapes 44 55 8 0 0 .21 57« . %0 9 E 38 50
. . " . N . L | N
: o _ T
Other A-V Materials 26 18 29 24 0 7 29 37 29 . 38 50
}"/' . ] A -
Use of Computer 4 18 i 4 0 0 _ 0. - 0 0 2 . T 0 19
. ) i‘\ - ‘ . ) ‘ A ) A ‘
LS ' - =
Base N (219) (13) (16)
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Needed Instructional Materials

In the course report, the question used to determine the instructors'’
judgments‘concerningrngeded instructional materials was an open-ended question
phrased as follows:

What is the greatest current need that yod have with regard to
suitable and effective instructional materials for this course?
Please identify the type of material needed (e.g., basic textbook,
reference grammar, supplementary reading texts, audiotapes, dic-
tionaries, cultural materials, pronunciation guides, etc.) and
indicate the specific characteristics that such material should
have in order to be most useful to you. (Please use a supplemen-—
tary page if needed.)

Use of a free-response format for this question (rather than a check—off listing
of materials) was intended to encourage the instructor to reflect more deeply
about the question and to produce an answer that, to the extent possible, would
not be guideqﬁby a priori decisions by the project staff concerning the probable
nature of these materials. On the other hand, a completely open—ended question
without at least some indication of the kinds of materials that might be cousid-
ered was also felt to be inadvisable. A "mixed" question format was therefore
adopted, in which a limited number of examples were provided as an indication

of the general scope of possibilities, without, however, restricting the
response possibilities to these particular items. '

For :the 895 course reports returned, project staff examined each response

" to the "needed materials" question and coded the answers with respect to the
type of material described. In those instances when more than one type of
material was mentioned, the item identified by the respondent as being of pri-
mary importance was taken as the ''greatest current need"; in a few instances in
which a priority indication was not given by the resporident, the first—-mentioned
item was so considered. Tables 8 and 9 show the tabulated responses for begin-—
ning and intermediate courses, respectively. Type of material is shown in the
left-most column and includes any item mentioned with a frequency of 5% or more
for any language area grouping. .

As indicated, textbooks are, overall, the most frequently mentioned
"sreatest current need" at both beginning and intermediate levels (417 and 30%,
respectively) . ‘Across language areas, instructors in beginning courses in
Southeast Asian (59%)," Western European (56%), and Other Eastern European (50%)
languages considered textbooks their. yreatest current need, while beginning-
level teachers of Sub-Saharan African (35%) and Other Middle Eastern and NWorth
African (28%) languages and of Russian (29%) cited textbooks considerably less
frequently as constituting their most—needed course material. On an individual
language area basis, the expressed need for textbook materials decreases appre3
ciably at the intermediate level (by comparison to the beginning level) in
Western European languages, Arabic, Other Middle Eastern and North African
languages, and Southeast Asian languages; and remains generally on a par for
Other East European languages, South Asian languages, Chinese, Japanese, and
Sub-Saharan African languages. An appreciable increase in the judged need for
textbook materials at the intermediate level by comparison to the beginning
level is seen only for Russian. o
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Although for most language areas at both beginning and intermediate levels,
textbooks are the most frequently indicated "most needed" instructional
materials by comparison to the other materials categories, the moderate absolute
percentages shown for textbooks (ranging from 59% down) indicate that in many
instances, some other type of instructional material was considered of greatest
current need in the reported courses. ' v

) For beginning courses, reference grammars were considered of greatest deve-
lopmental importance by 8% of the respondents overall., There is, however,
appreciable variation across language groups, with, for example, only 3% of the

. Russian respondents so indicating, as compared to 13% of the respondents for
Western European languages and Other Eastern European languages. The expressed

- need for supplementary reading materials varies from 0%' for Arabic to 25% for
South Asian languages.

The expressed need for dictionaries of any type-—English/target;
target/English, or "other'--does not appear to be great either on an overall
basis or for individual language groups. A primary need for "Yther" types of
, dictionaries was mentioned by 7% of the Other Eastern European and 8% of the
South Asian instructors, but in most instances, the "dictionary categories' are
blank or show figures of around 3 or 4%Z. 1In a few instances, as indicated by
the comments of review committee members, there are lacunae in the availability
of specific types of dictionaries for individual languages (for example, target
language—English dictionary for Burmese). These are described under relevant
language headings in the "Review Committee Recommendations" section.

The development of audiotapes was considered of greatest current importance
by 11% of the respondents overall, with most of the individual language areas '
represented at. somewhat varying frequencies. Although recommendations for the
development of videotapes or other types of A~V material were less frequent (8%
overall) than for audiotapes, 104 of the beginning Russian instructors, 22% of
the Arabic, 12% of the Other Middle Eastern and North' African, and 16% of the
Japanese instructors considered this their primary materials development need.

. The need for other types of materials was reported with'considerably lower
frequencies overall, but with occasional higher peaks for certain languages or |,
language groups. The availability of additional cultural materials was con~
sidered the most important need by 11% of the Russian respondents and 7% of the
Japanese, and supplementary materials for developing speaking proficiency were
considered, most important by 11% of the Arabic respondents and 17% of the
Sub~Saharan African instructors.

Computer software for language training purposes, although not highly rated
overall (2%) was explicitly mentioned by 3% of the Russian, 3% of the Chinese, -
and 4% of the Japanese -instructors as the most important current materials need.

Materials needs expressed by instructors of intermediate—level LCT language
courses are summarized in Table 9. As previously indicated, textbooks are, on
the whole, more frequently mentioned as the "greatest current need" (30%) than
are any other type of material, but at a somewhat lower total frequency than for
the beginning level (41%). Generally stable or declining needs for .
intermediate-level textbooks are shown for most of the individual language
areas, .with the salient exception of Russian, in which 41% of the intermediate-
level respondents considered textbook development the most important materials
need, as compared to only 29% of the beginning—-level instructors.
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Table‘8
Material Judged Most Needed in Beginning Courses
| " | Other " Other South- ’
Western Other East Middle East & South : East  east Sub-Saharan
Total European Russian  European rabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian ‘Asian African
Textbook : 41% 56% . 29% _ 50% - 447 282% 42%  46% 40% 172 59% .. 35%
'Reference grammar 8 13 3 M' 15 1{, : 8 | d‘ 10 04 17 o - . 9 '
Suppiement;ry reading &aterials ‘ | 12 9 16 7 . 0 16 : 25 ‘13 .9 17 6 - 9
Audiotapes | o 3 13 7 0y 12 8 10 4 33 12 17
Videotapes, other A=V | 8 3 10 0 22 Y 8 '5 16 0 6 4
L1-12 dictionary | 2 0 0 N 0 4 0 o .4 0 6 o 4
12-L1 dictionary - ' 2 0 L 0 - 0 o 0 o o 17 0 4
Other dict;onarkfs " 3 3 1 7 0 4 ’ 8 3 | 2 0 0 4 -
' Cultural materials S 2 3 n 0 0 . 4 .0 0 7 o 0 o
Pronunciation guidé X L2 6 4 0 0 . 4 ' .0, 5 0o - 6 0. -0
N Computer software ‘ 2 : 0 | 3 ' 0 11 ) 0 0 o 3 4 0 0 0
Workbook/exercise book . 2 0" 0 - 3 0 0 g - 0o 0 0 0 o
Graded materials - 1 0 o 3 0 0 8 0 0 o -0 0
Supplementary speaking materials 4 0 1 0 li 8 0 0 ' -2 0 6 / 17)'
Base N - —~  (318)  (32) (70) (30) - (9) (25) (12)  (39) (55) 6y a7 (23)
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Material Judged,Moét Needed in Intermediate Courses

Table 9

4o

: Other . o Other Squth-
‘Western Other East Middle East & South : East  east Sub-Saharan
Total European Russian European Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian Asian African
Textbook 30% 25% 41% 53% 0% - 18% 40% sox - 40% .o 31%
Reference grammar 12 13 11 7 20 "9 40 11 .10 1 | 11 0
Supplementary reading materials 13 25 19 0 20 18 0 14 17 g 22 13
Audiotapes 7 13‘ 19 7 0 0 0 11, 7 , g 11 13
Videotiapes, other A-V "5 13 3 0 20 0 0 0. 7 l; 11 6
L1-L2 dictionary 5 0 o 0 40 0 0 0 0 g 1m - 0
L2-L1 dictionary 107 0 0 7 0 . 0 0 4 0 g 0 0
Other dictionaries 8 13 0 13 0 36 0 4 3 ’x 0 19
" Cultural materials 1 0 3 -0 Q ‘0 0 0 3 K 0

Computer software 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 1] i (O .0
Self-study materials 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
Graded materials -2 0' 0 7 0 9 0 0 0 0 6
vSupplgmentary Spe;king,materials 2 0 0 0 . 0 9 0 0 7 ! 0 6
Base N (165)  (8) (37) (15) (5) 11y

(5)  (28) (30) - (9) C 16
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The indicated need for reference grammars as a priority item in intermedi-
ate courses varies somewhat across language areas, decreasing (from beginning
level figures) in Arabic, Other Middle Eastern and North Africasm, and Southeast
Asian; increasing in Russian and (slightly) in Chinese; -and remaining essen=-
tially stable in the remaining language areas. Supplementary reading materials
assume relatively greater prominence as an intermediate-level developmental need
in Western European, Russian, Arabic, Japanese, and Southeast Asian languages.

The development of audiotapes is considered the greatest materials need by
7% of the intermediate-level respondents overall. Across Lahguaé@ areas, the
Western European, Russian, Chinese, Southeast Asian, and Sub-Saharan African
respondents assign relatively higher priorities in this regard. In general,
language areas for which instructors expressed a priority need for videotapes or
other A-V materials at the beginning level continue to show a similar, though
for the most part reduced, need at the intermediate level.

The indicated priority need for dictionaries rises overall for intermediate
courses by comparison to the beginning level data, especially for “other” dic~-
tionaries, which instructors considered of the highest developmental priority in
13% of the Western European and Other East European courses, 19% of the Sub-
Saharan African courses, and 36% of the Other Middle Eastern and North African
courses. The remaining materials categories (cultural materials, computer soft—-
ware, material designed for self-study, progressively sequenced learning
materials, and supplementary speaking materials) are much less frequently indi-
cated as priority items, both overall and for individual language areas.

Although responses to the materials-needs question appearing on the indi-
vidual course reports are considered to provide the most detailed and focused
information about instructor-expressed materials needs for specific instruc-
tional levels, additional, somewhat more general, information 1is provided by a
materials-related question included on the instructors' cover questionnaire,
which read as follows: ' '

Across all the less—commonly-taught language courses that you teach,
what do you consider the single most urgent need insofar as the devel-
opment of instructional.materials is concerned? Please identify the
language, the type of material needed (e.g., basic textbook, reference
grammar, supplementary reading texts, audiotapes, dictionaries, o
cultural materials, pronunciation guides, etc.). Please also give any
relevant information concerning the particular characteristics that
this material should have to be of maximum value and usefulness.
‘(Attach a separate sheet 1if desired.)

' Table 10 summarizes the responses to this question both by total group and
language area. The observed percentages are considered to corroborate, a.though
from a somewhat broader perspective, the instructor judgments reported in the
course questionnaires, and are included here for general information.
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Table 10

Instructors Questionnaire: Materials Needed Most

) Other Other,*SQuth—
Western - Other East Middle East & South East = east Sub—Saharan
Total European Russian European Arabic North African Asian Chinese Japanese Asian Asian African

Textbook 464 51% 467% ' 647% 547% 43% : L4z 35% 36% 38% 42%
Reference grammar 11 12 4 16 8 17 0 8 18 15 17
Supplementary reading materials 12 20 13 - 5 | 15 : 3 25 20 9 8 -8
Audiotapes 5 0 9 2 “ 0 7 0 5 9 0 17
Videotapes, other A-V 4 2 9 0 0 7 0 9 0 8 4
L1-L2 dictionary 3 2 1 2 0 7 6 3 0 g 0
L2-L1 dictionary 4 0 0 5 0 3 6 0 18 8 4
Other dictionaries 4 0 0 5 8 10 0 1 9 4 0
Cultural materials 1 5 3 0 0 0 0 5 Y 0 0
Pronunciation guide 2 2 2 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 0
Computer software 1 0 3 0 8 _0 0 0 0 0 0
Self-study materials 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0
Graded materials 2 0 3 0 0 0 6 10 0 | 0 4
Supplementary speaking materials 2 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 .0 8’ ) e
N =~ (44?) (41) (91) (44) (13) .,(30) (16) (79) (11)  (26) (24)

49 | 350)
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REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

As described in the "Survey Review Meeting" section, members of the project

. review committee met in July 1982 to review the survey data that had been o .
obtained by that time and to make observations concerning the information E ‘
secured in the survey, both in and: of itself and in light of their own back- '
grounds in and general overview knowledge of the teaching situation and status
of materials development for specific languges in their areas of expertise. As
indicated during the meeting, 1t was generally felt that for several of the
languages represented in the survey (principally Russian, Arabic, Japanese, and
Chinese), an adequate number of responses had been obtained from the ma jor
institutions tedching these languages to permit useful inferences to be made

- from these data (although securing additional responses through a follow-=up
mailing was also recommended). For other language areas, especially Southeast
Asian, South Asian, and Sub-Saharan African languages, it was noted that a
number of institutions known to have current programs in these languages were
not represented in the returned data, and it was recommened that these specific
institutions be contacted and strongly urged to participate in the survey. A
third mailing of survey materials was subsequently cgrried out, resulting in an
appreciable increase in returns for the targeted language areas (for example,
for Southeast Asian languages, returns were received from all institutions known
by the review committee to be teaching Burmese, Khmer, Lao, and, with the excep=
tion of one institution, Thal), with an overall response rate increase of
approximately 4 percent (final response rate: 27 .2%).

-

The general observations of the review committee members concerning the
current availability and development needs for instructional materials in the
language areas for which they considered themselves qualified to make judgments
are summarized below and are based on (1) review and discussiom of relevant surr-
vey data at the July 1982 meeting; (2) review'through correspondence of the -
final (third-mailing augmented) statistical results for the survey with respect
to both total and individual language area data, (3) review of additionmal writ-
ten comments by the questionnaire reSpoﬁdents (beyond those already considered
at the July meeting); and (4) correspondence and/or conference telephone calls
with the project staff concerning the interpretation of these data.

Review committee observations are not shown for the Western European
language grouping because the individual committee members did not consider
themselves qualified to make informed judgments in this particular area. For
each of the other language areas, committee member observations and recommen-
dations, based on consideration of the survey results and in light of their own
background in and knowledge of these language areas, are shown below.

Russian and Other Eastern European

Advisory Committee members familiar with teaching materials and instruc-—
tional priorities in Russian and other Eastern European languages Were of the
fairly strong opinion that, in the case of Russiam, materials of at least ade-
quate and in some instances quite high quality are currently available in all of .
the basic categories (basic texts, second- and third-year texts, dictionaries,
readers, etc.). It was felt that the commercial publishing sector was likely to
provide any relevant additional materials without special support, including
better readers (currently in preparation), a2 more complete Russian-English dic-
tionary, and a dictionary of colloquial Russian.

: (4
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For the other Eastern European languages, a "status of materials"” table was
prepared, showing, for- each language, the current situation within that language
with respect to the availability and general quality of each of the five cate=
gories of materials: textbooks and related basic course materials; reference
grammars, tdrget language to English dictionaries; English to target language
dictionaries; bibliographies on the language; first-level readers; self-
instructional materials; second-year texts; and (for Slavic languages only),
specialized reading courses for students. who already know Russian. .Shown below
is a summary of the judged status of materials in each of these categories for
the following languages:  Albanian, Armenian, Belorussian, Bulgarian, Czech,
Estonian, Georgian, Hungarianm, Latvian, Lithuanian, Macedonian, Modern Greek,
Polish, Romanian, Russian, Serbo-Croatian,  Slovak, Slovenian, and Ukrainian.

Materials status is indicated by the following categories:

(1) No materials exist or existing materials are almost completely unsatisfac-
tory.

(2) Existing materials are unsatisfactory, but can be used with difficulty.

(3) Existing materials are useful, but should be improved, expanded, or
increased.

(4) Existing materials are completely satisfactory, or sufficiently so that
special development support is not recommended .

Basic Courses

Category 1

Belorussian
Macedonian
Slovenian

Category 2
Albanian

Slovak ]

Category 3

Armenian
Bulgarian
Modern Greek
Hungarian
Latvian
Lithuanian

Category &

Czech
Estonian
Georgian
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Polish
Romanian
Serbo—Croatian
Ukranian

Reference Grammars v !

Category 1 .

A1l lénguages not under categories 2;?

Category 2

Macedonian

Category 3

Czech (forthcoming)

Estonian

Modern Greek -
Hungarian -
Polish

Category 4

Bulgarian (forthcomihg)
Lithuanian (forthcoming)

Target Language to English Dictionaries

Category 1

Albanian
Belorussian
Georéian
Macedonian .

Category 2

Czech
Slovak

Category 3

Armenian
Estonian
Modern Greek
Latvian
Lithuanian
Romanian
Slovenian
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Category 4 o . ;
Bulgarian, . : £
. , Hungarian .
Polish

Serbo-Croatian |
Ukrainian

English to Target Language Dictionaries

~ Category 1

Albanian
Belorussian
Georgian
Macedonian
Slovak

Category 2

(none)

Category 3

Armenian
Czech
Estonian
Modern Greek
Latvian
Lithuanian
Romanian
Slovenian
Ukrainian

Category 4

Bulgarian
Hungarian
Polish
Serbo-Croatian

Bibliographies

Except for Slovenian (category 4), all are category l.

First—level Readers

Category 1 = __

Belorussian
Czech
Georgian
Latvian
Macedonian

Slovak
. Slovenian
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‘Category 2

Albanian
Bulgarian
. : Lithuanian
b Serbo-Croatian
Ukrainian

Category 3

Armenian \ »
Estonian
# Modern Greek
Hungarian
~ Polish _ b

Category 4 .

Romanian

Advanced-level Readers

Czech (forthcoming), Estonian, Modern Creek, and Polish are cate-
gory 3; all others are category l.

Self-instructional Materials

o

Except for Georgian and Polish (both category 4), all are cate-
gory 1l. -

3

Second~Year Texts -

All are category 1 (Poliéh in preparation).

Reading Courses for Students of Russian

Category &4 for Czech and Bulgarian (lLatter férthcoming); all
other Slavic languages: category l.

Considering the known availability and general quality of instructional oo
materials as indicated above, three levels of developmental priority were
established. These are shown below, and are based in large part on the assump-—
tion that where materials of reasonable ‘quality already exist for particular
languages, the creation of improved materials in these languages should be given
lower priority than the development of basic materials in languages for which
there are presently no such resources.

.

Highest Priority | ' W

Basic Courses

Albanian ‘ .
" Slovak e
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Reference Grammars

Armenian (East)

Czech

Estonian

Modern Greek

Hungarian

Romanian’

Serbo—-Croatian -

Slovak '
ovenian

Ukrainian

e

Target Language to English Dictionaries
T
Albanian -
Armenian h
g " Czech
Georglian
Slovak -

English to Target Language Dictionaries

Albanjan - , : .
Slovak :

Bibliog:aphies'

All languages other than Slovenian

Self-Instructional Materials

Bulgarian S
Czech

Moderh Greek
Hungarian
Romanian
Serbo—~Croatian
.- Slovak
Ukrainian

N Reading Courses for Students of Russian

/s

’ All Slavic languages other than Czech and Bulgarian

~ o
\{ Sl =

Second Priority

Basic Courses -

Belorussian
Macedonian
Slovenian
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Reference Grammars
Belorussian
Georgian
Latvian

Target Language to English Dictionaries

Belorussian
Macedonian

- English to Target Language Dictionaries

Armenian
Georgian
Slovenian

First—level Readers

All languages (other than Russian)

Second~Year Texts

Bulgariam

Czech

Modern Greek _

Hungarian

Polish \ \
Romanian . ¢
Serbo-Croatian

Ukrainian

Third Priority.

Basic Courses

Latvian

Reference Grammars

Macedonian

Target Language to English Dictionaries

Slovenian (presently—existing dictionary unsatisfactory)

English to Target Language Dictionaries

Belorussian ~
Czech (unsatisfactory one exists)

Georgian

Macedonian
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Advanced-level Readers

All languages

Second-yeag Texts

: I~
All languages not listed as second priority

o N
An additional third-priority category was considered tU be céntrastive ‘ana=-
lyses in all languages, though not to ,the same degree in all instances. (For
'example, much more is available for, Serbo-Croatian and Hungarian than for the
other languages.) R ‘

f

Arabic and other Middle Eastern

Despite the availability of several basic textbooks for Arabic, the fact
that nearly half of the survey respondents for this language noted the develop—
ment of textbooks as being a principal need is gonsidered to be a reflection of .
a substantial shift in instructional goals within the field. Currently—
available texts focus primarily on reading and, writing, whereas the most recent
interest in the field has been toward the deyélopment of speaking proficiency in
formal literary Arabic. The first priority#in Arabic is .therefore considered to
be the development of speaking~oriented materials at the basic course level.
These materials should not be restricted to the conventional textbooks and
audiotape formats, but should take advantage of the instructional capabilities
of videotape and computer=-assisted instruction.

A second priority need in Arabic is for the development of intermediate=~and
advanced-level English—Arabic dictionaries geared to native English-speaking
students. :

With respect to other Easterr European languages, appropriate instructional
® materials for Hebrew are considered to be generally available, including both
basic textbooks and supplementary readers. For Modern Persian, acceptable
beginning and irtermediate textbooks are available; suitable dictionariles are
‘considered a primary need, especially English-Persian. Priority materials”needs
for Turkish include dictionaries of all types (presently-available dictionaries
are inadequate), as well as intermediate-level textbooks. For all Middle
Eastern languages, development of audiovisual aids and computer—agsisted
instruction is viewed as highly important. ’

o &

South Asian
&
Based on the reported high percentage of use of suppementary materials for
. South Asian languages (as well as the expressed need for textbooks), it may be

inferred that there is a widespread digsatisfactipn with avatlable texts. It is
suggested that, for the more commonly taught South Asian languages (dindi, Urdu,
Tamil, and to a lesser extent Bengali), advanced level materials are needed as
an area of priority, especially graded readers and graded audiotapes. The high
‘reported frequency of in—house preparation of audiotapes is considered to corro-
borate the general nonavailability of suitable taped materials from external
sources. ) ‘

For the less widely taught South Asian languages, basic and intermediate
Jevel texts are considered of primary importance. Since advanced-level study in

50
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these\languages often takes the form of individual tutoring (because of. the
small sumber of students involved); it may not be cost-effective or particularly
helpful  to develop advanced-level textbooks in these languages. For all South
Asian languges (including Hindi) there are no externally-prepared, standardized
tests of student proficiency, an important developmental need in its own right.

Chinese

The high level of expressed need for Chinese textbooks obtained in the sur-
vey was viewed as more reflective of a general lack of knowledge of available
resources on the part of the respondents than as a justified and documented
materials development need. A great number of Chinese texts and other materials
have already been developed, and although these materials may be by no means
perfect, they have served quite adequately in a variety of contexts. Instead
of recommending the immediate‘ development of new materials in Chinese, it is
considered more appropriate and ultimately more productive to formulate—-on a

i principled basis and through the medium of professional meetings at regional and
" national levels—-—systematic critiques of currently-available texts, including
detailed specification of the improvements that need to be made to them.

At least some of the expressed dissatisfaction with present materials may

stem from indecision or ambivalences about the form of the language to be taught
(PRC or Taiwan), the degree to which the vocabulary of PRC political culture
should be part of the basic instruction, and how the two scripts should be
handled. Current confusion about the anticipated student outcomes of the
instruction (for example, development of reading ability vs. listening compre-
hension and speaking proficiency) must also be clarified before it will be

. ) possible to develop carefully-designed textbooks and other materials that expli-
citly and effectively address the intended goals.

each of the different stages of learning, so that instructors in beginning,
intermediate, and higher-level classes will have a clear understanding of what
is to be accomplished by the.end of each level. The promulgation of,. and
profession-wide agreement concerning, these standards should be accompanied by

' the preparation of corresponding diagnostic achievement tests as well as tests
of developed proficiency in functional language use. Until the intended outcome
goals of Chinese language instruction are more clearly specified, and procedures
established for assessing progress toward these goals, additional textbook or
other materials production is not considered advisable. However, once such
instructional guidelines and assessment instruments are available, development
of highly focused and highly effective materials will be greatly aided.

i 'Lk\sgi:ted'activity should be the development of standards of achievement at

Japanese and Other East Asian .

As is the case with Chinese, there is a quite large number of Japanese
texts and other basic teaching materials available in the field, and although
these may not be of the highest quality in all respects, instructors nonetheless
have in these materials the wherewithal to present viable courses. An updated
beginning textbook, although not so great a priority as for languages in which
no such materials exist, would be welcome, and audiovisual materials (including
j videotapes) designed to present current aand culturally relevant lariguage ‘

situations, is another recommended area for development. Supplementary reading
texts that are culturally authentic and based on contemporary materials are also

,‘ o 94 L
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needed. Although a standardized proficiency test of Japanese listening compre-
hension and reading has been available for the past three years, it 1is not yet
well known or widely used. Availability of this instrument should be more
widely publicized. '

With regard to other. East Asian languages, review committee members did not con-
sider themselves well qualified to offer judgments. However, East Asian depart-
ments at Harvard and the University of Kansas responded at some length, with the
following indications of materials needs and priorities. For Korean: an
integrated series of textbooks 1is needed, including materials for teaching the
written language, at elementary thgpugh advanced levels. Also recommended is a
Sino-Korean - English dictionary. ‘At present, to find the meaning of a Sino-
Korean compound, the student must look ‘up the pronunciation of each character in
a standard "okp'ySn" and then find the word in a Korean—English dictionary--a
complex and time-consuming process that could avoided if such a dictionary were
available. . o ' 4 '

For Manchu, a reference grammar in English is much needed, as well as a ",
series of annotated translations of ~Manchu documents. Audiotapes of Manchu
speakers should also be made for both reference and teaching purposes. For Mon—
golian, a Khalkha-English dictiomary adequate for reading newspapers, literature,
and scholarly writing is needed, as is a concise Khalkha reference graumar.

-

Southeast Asian

In priority order, recommended materials development activities for Burmese
are as follows: ' (1) readers, at all levels; (2) intermediate spoken materials;
(3) dictionaries; (4) beginning textbook emphasizing spoken language (a basic
text, published in 1968, does exist, but is not very satisfactory). For Khmer;
suitable texts are for the most part already available; one exception is inter- A
mediate spoken materials, but this should be considered a fairly low priority in A
view of other languages for which much less instructional material is available.
_Indonesian 1s also considered one of the "better—served" Southeast Asian
languages in terms of available materials. ' . : '

Lao is very infrequently taught (apparently only at the University of
Hawaii), and there are available both a Lao-English dictionary and (through FSI)
a set of Lao training materials. A Spoken Lao Course has been developed in
experimental form by Chrisfield; this should be reviewed for possible publica-
tion. Although there is little demand for Lao from universfty students, there
may be increasing interest on the part of individuals involved in various refu-
gee assistance activities.

For Thai, no intermediate texts. emphasizing the spoken language currently
exist; this should be considered a priority for development. A beginning -reader
is available but is felt to be inadequate for the purpose. Development of a new
reader or revision of the existing one would be a second level priority.
Beginning~level texts for Thai are available but somewhat unsatisfactory. .
Revision or new development of a basic Thai text would be a third priority.

For Vietnamese, the Jorden FSI Vietnamese Basic Course is considered the
only pedagogically acceptable set of materials for beginning spoken Vietnamese.
However, both the text and tapes are in southern Vietnamese, with the current
preference rather strongly for northern (Hanoi) pronunciation. Intermediate
spoken materials are available, as are intermediate and advanced readers. The
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only suitable beginning-level reader, published in 1961, is out of print and is
quite dated in content, since it treats only pre~revolutionary culture and

.o literature. A good Vietnamese-English dictionary is available (and currently
being expanded), and.an English-Vietnamese dictionary is being developed under
an NEH grant. Priority materials for Vietnamese would thus be a beginning-level
reader and a basic text and supporting audiotapes in the northern dialect.

Across Southeast Asiam languages generally, the most important materials
development needs may be summarized as follows: (1) intermediate spoken text—
books and audiotapes for Burmese, Lao, and Thaij; (2) beginning readers for
Burmese, Lao, Thai, and Vietnamese; (3) Target language/English dictionaries for
Burmese; (4) English/target language dictionaries for Burmese, Lao, Thai, ‘and
Vietnamese; (5) intermediate and advanced readers for Burmese and Lao; ang (6)

revised beginning epoken materials for Burmese, Lao, Thai, and Vietnamese.

Sub-Saharan Africé;

A thoroughgoing néeds analysis for materials development infSub-Saharan
African languages has recently been issued under the auspices the African
Studies Center at Michigan State University (Wiley and Dwyer, 1980). The recom~
mendations in the report come from a conference of African language and area
specialists. Listed are 84 key African languages which require "prompt develop-
ment of materials." - These languages are grouped into four categories. Group A
lists 23 languages which need materials for use in classroom instruction. Group
B lists 30 languages whch need materials development for individualized instruc-—
tion. Group 3 (31 languages) are of lesser priority than Group B. Group D is
considered all other languages.

-The Wiley-Dwyer report states that African language materials are woefully
lacking. Intermediate texts are available for only a few of the major lan~-
guages. The 1980 conferees also suggest that African languages will probably
often be taught through individualized or self-instruction. The development of
basic tools of access should thus meet user needs. .

The recommendations arising from the report——including both the particular
languages for which materials development should be carried out on a priority
basis and the types of instructional materials considered most crucial in this
regard--were reconfirmed as being timely and valid for purposes of -the present
survey, and it was suggested that the 1980 recommendations be fully incorporated
into the present report. ) ’

Group A Langg§ges (Highest Priority)

1. Akan (Twi/Asante/Akuapem/Fante) 13. Ruanda/Rundi (Kirwanda/Kirundi)
2. Amnaric < - 14. Sango .
3. Arabic ‘ - 15. Shona

4. Chewa/Nyanja o 16. Somali

5. Fula (Fulfulde/Peulh) 17. Sotho/Tswana (Ndebele)

6. Hausa 18. Swahili

7. 1Igbo 19. Tigrinya

8. Kongo 20. Umbundu

9. Malagasy . 21. Wolof
10. Mandingo (Bambara/Mandinka/Dyul@) 22. Xhosa/Zulu/Swazi
11. Ngala (Lingala) 23. Yoruba

12. Oromo (Galla)
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Group B Languages (Second Priority)

1. Anyi/Baule 17. Luo (Acholi/Lango
2. Bamileke 18. Makua (includes Lomwe)
3. Bemba ' 19. Mbundu (Kimbundu)
4. Berber (Tamazight/Tamacheq/Kabylle) 20. Mnede/Bandi/Loko
- 5. Chokwe/Lunda ' 21. Mongo/Nkundo
6. Efik/Ibibio 22. More/Mossi
7. Ewe/Mina/Fon 23. Nubian
8. Ganda (Luganda) ) -24. Senufo
9. Gbaya - 25. Songhai
10. Kalenjin (Nandi/Kipsigis) 26. Sukuma/Nyamwezi
1l. Kamba (Kikamba) - ©27. Tiv
12. Kanuri 28. Tsonga (Shitsonga/
13. Kikuyu ‘ : , ' Ronga or Shirouga/
‘14. Krio/Pidgin (Cluster) ' Tswa or Shitswa)
15. Luba (Chiluba) 29. Yao/Makonde (Bulu)
16. Luhya ’ 30. Zande (Azaude)

Group C Languages (Third Priority) '

l. Dinka (Agaf/Bor/Padang) 16. Nuer

2. Edo (Bini) 17. Nupe

3. Gogo (Chigogo) 18. Nyakusa

4. Gurage. 19. Nyoro

5. Hehe 20. Sara

6. Idoma : 21. Serere/Sine (Serer)
7. 1Igbira 22. Sidamo

8. 1Ijo 23. Soninke

9. Kpelle 24. Suppire

10. Kru/Bassa ' 25. Susu

1l. Lozi (Silozi) . 26. Temne

12, Maasai 27. Tumbuka (Chitumbuka)
13. Mauritian Creole . 28, Turkana/Teso

14. Meru 29. Venda -

15. Nama (Damara)

ki

Group D Languages (Fourth Priority)

All Other Languages* : : o .

E

*Note: The 1980 report does not include Afrikaans, English, French, Portuéuése,
and Spanish in this priority listing, even though a number of speakers
in Africa utilize these languages of European origins. Ge'ez, an
archaic literary language of Ethiopia, is also omitted from
consideration. : ‘ '
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SURVEY OF;ggRPORATE LANGUAGE TRAINING

As previously described, the development in draft form, review, and distri-
bution of a survey questiomnaire for business corporations followed the same
general procedures and timelipes as for the academic survey. ‘However, the con-=
tent and focus of the corporate questionnaire differed in several respects from
those of the academic questionaires. First, it was considered jmportant, as an
item of basic information, to determine which of four possible “delivery sys-
tems" were being used for the training; these were operationally defined in the
questionnaire as follows:

(1) In-house lénguage training ("the organization'itéelf provides the
language training through a formal 'in-house'! program taught by a permanent
part-time or full-time staff"). K o

(2) Outside-agency training ("the organization hires the services of an.
outside proprietary language teaching agency, such as Berlitz, Inlingua, etc. to,
conduct the training program”). y

(3) Outside academic training ("the organization has an arrangement with
one or more colleges or universities to offer language training to employees”).

(4) individual;privaté tutoring (“the organization reimburses the cost of
individual private tutors (other than proprietary school tutorsg) for particular
employees needing language training”).

Second, it was felt that the survey of business organi;ations, though to be
concentrated on the less commonly taught languages for purposes of the present
report, would provide a useful opportunity to gather information concerning cor=
porate training activities in the higher-volume languages as well. For this
reason, the respondents were asked to list, and to answer the questionnaire in
terms of, "the foreign languages (any modern language other than English) for
which your organization provides language learning opportunities” through any of
the four previously specified means.

The questionnaire was arranged in such a way that the respondent's first
activity was to indicate whether or not the organization "makes foreign language
.learning opportunities available to members of your staff. who will need to use
languages other thau English in their work either in the United States or
abroad.” For companies without any language traini-g arrangements, the respon-—
dent was requested to %o indicate and to return the questionnaire to the project
office. Respondents whose companies did provide language training under one or
more of the listed frameworks were asked to fill out series of additional '
questions for each type checked. For "outside agency training,” the respondent
was asked to: identify the particular agencies ("Berlitz, Inlingua, etc.") with
which the organization contracts for such training; indicate whether the lan-
guage teaching materials used are “regular textbooks or other materials [also
used] with other clients (i.e., Egg‘specifically prepared for your company
training program)” or, conversely, are “prepared especially for your company's
training program, and concentrating on the specific kinds of language situations
that employees in your company will be encountering in their work"; describe
briefly the "tests or other means™ used to determine student achievement in the
contracted training program; and provide any other relevant information con-
cerning the nature of the training program, the degree of satisfacticn with the
program, suggestions for improvement, etc.
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For "outside academic training,” the respondent was simply asked to
"identify the colleges, universities, or other academic institutions which pro-
vide language training for your company” and to indicate the languages taught
(with the expectation that the project staff would subsequently contact the
institution directly for more detailed information on the program). For
"individual private tutoring® (which was differentiated from proprietary school
instruction), the respondent was asked to briefly describe how arrangements for
such tutoring were made ("for example, each employee responsible for finding his
or her own tutor, a list of qualified tutors kept by the company, company itself
locates the tutors on request, etc."); to indicate the person(s) responsible for
selecting the textbooks or other teaching materials to be used, ("the tutors
themselves, the tutors foilowing certain company guidelines, the company itself,
etc.”; and to describe the procedures used to measure student achievement in the
program. ' ’

Somewhat more detailed information was sought concerning in-house language
~training programs. An ifdication of the general background of the instructors
was requested, as either "curvent or former teachers of the language in an
academic context [i.e., secondary school, college, or university language teach-
ers]” or "speakers of the language who for the most part do not have prior
experience in teaching the language (for example, regular company staff who are
native speakers of, or highly proficient im, the language but who were origi-
nally hired for some other function).” With regard to course dctivities and
instructional techniques, a combination of questions drawn from the two corres—
ponding sections of the academic course report were reprodugéd (with slight edi-~
torial changes in some instances); these included such items as classroom ‘
contact with professional instructor/resource persens othér than instructor,
required or optional language laboratory attendance, usg/ofpcommércially pub-
lished and/or locally prepared Qudiotapes, use of other audiovisual equyipment,
and any student use of a computer in connection with study for the course.

With regard to needed instructional materials,/the respondent was asked to
identify the "greatest current need that you have with regard to suitable aund
effective instructional materials for the in-house language teaching program."
Examples provided ("basic textbook, reference grammar, supplementary reading
texts,” etc.) were similar to thoge given in the corresponding question on the
academic course report, with the addition of "exercises specifically related to
business language.” The respondent was also asked to describe the tests ar
other means through which student achievement in the program was determined.

A background question answered by all respondents (regardless of training
program configuration) requested information on the particular types of employ-
ees eligible for foreign language training, including: those having or to be
given "a duty assignment in a non-English speaking country”; employees in the
United States "who will need to use a language other than English in connection
with their U.S.-based 'jobs"; "employees based in the U.S. but having frequent
travel commitments abroad”; and "employees who express an interest in learning 'a
foreign language, whether or not their work is expected to involve Foreign lan-'
guage use.” A related background question asked for information concerning the
"particular job positions that employees must hold in order to receive foreign
language training (for example, only higher-level managers, ounly 'career'
employees, only secretaries or other support staff in direct daily contact with
speakers of the language, etc."). The third and final background question asked
the respondent to indicate whether "explicit instruction in the culture and

6 o




-50-

customs of Ehe foreign country" is a formal part of the language training activ-
ities and, if so, how this instruction is incorporated in the training program.

.

Questionnaire Distribution and Response

On April 29, 1982, the final version of the questionnaire (Appendix D) was
mailed to a total of 104 U.S. corporations drawn from the Fortune 500 list who
were known or strongly presumed to have international business activities and
interests. This mailing, addressed to the attention of the personnel training

" director at each organization, included a cover memorandum (Appendix H) request-
ing assistance in "a very important project in the field of foreign language
education, and one that could have a direct positive influence on American busi-=
ness capabilities abroad.” The business—survey portion of the project was
described as attempfing to determine “(1) the extent to which 'U.S. corporations
doing business abroad currently provide foreign language training opportunities
for their staff, and (2) what specific instructional materials and other types
of support need .o be developed to best serve business-related language teaching
;activities." A target response date of May 20 was specified, and it was further
indicated that “if some other person or office would be in a better position to
reply to the questionnaire, “the survey materials should be forwarded to the
office or individual more directly concerned with the language training activi-

. ties.” As of éid-July, a total of only 17 returns had been received, and in an

attempt to promote furfher responses, a back-up copy of the questionnaire,
together with a secofd cover memorandum referencing the origidél mailing and
again .requesting assistance in the project, was distributed on August 5 to cor=
porationd on the original mailing list that had not responded as of that date.
Following this reminder mailing, the responses increased over the next several
weeks to a final total of 24, representing a percentage response rate of 23.1%.

f Of the 24 returns, 5 respondents (21%) indicated tha€ their company did not
currently have any language learning arrangements for its staff. 0f the
remaining 19, the language programs of 1l (58%) consisted wholly of contracted
outside aggncy (proprietary school) training. Only two organizations indicated
that their language training program was entirely in-house, and the remaining 6

- (32%) reported some combination of training procedures (see Talfle 11).

L |
Languages rted as being taught (through any means) are shown below:

Arabic (6 mentions) Greek (1)
Chinese (3) ,4 Japanese (8)
Czech (1) V4 Norwegian (3)

*  Dutch (2)\ Polish (2)
Finnish (33\\N Portuguese (6)
Flemish (1) = Russiarme (3)
French (14) Spanish (14)
German (12) _ Swedish 5] .

In addition, two companies reported instruction in "Scandanavian linguages’ an
seven indicated that a variety of languages in addition to those liated wgl ‘
handled on demand. : .

« .
The pervasiveness of proprietary school training among the business respon-—
dents is quite dramatically indicated by the fact that all but two (897%) cited

such training as constituting at least one component of their language programe
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Table 1l

Language Training Procedures Repdrted by Corporate Respondents

(N=24)

No language training provided 21%

-

For corporations having some language training (N=19):

Proprietary school training only 58%
Proprietary school + individual tutoring 11%
’ Proprietary school + arrangements with
higher education institution : 5%
Proprietary school + tutoring + arrangements
with higher education institution 117
In-house training + proprietary school training 5%

In-house training only 11%

Corporations reporting any:

Proprietary school -training 89%
Individual tutoring 214
Arrangements with higher education institution 167%

In~house training b . 11%
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Only 3 organizations (l16%) reported having arrangements with colleges or univer-
sities to conduct language courses on their behalf, and only Z (11%) reported
in-house training by a permanent company staff.

With respect to the types of employees eligible for language training,
those who "have or will be given a duty assignment in a non-English speaking
country" were the most frequently noted (15 mentions out of 16 responding to
this question). Language training for U.S.-based employees needing such ability
in connection with .their stateside jobs was less frequently indicated (8), as
was training for employees based in the U.S. but required to travel abroad fre-
quently. Language training opportunities for staff members "who express an
interest in learning a foreign language, whether or not their work 18 expected
to involve foreign language use” were provided by only 3 corporations,
suggesting that relevance=—to-busginess is an important precondition for staff
participation in company-sponsored training programse.

Relatively few of the respondents report having guidélines or restrictions
on “"the particular job positions that employees must hold in order to receive
foreign language training.” Fourteen respondents marked "no" to this question,
one indicated that the only requirement would be for the staff member fo have a .
“business need connected to job," and two others cited guidelines reldted %o
particular ‘job functions (e.g., “ground and in-flight service persdngel”). Only
one respondent indicated that language training was restricted to technical and
managerial positions. ’

Some type of “explicit instrdct;on in the culture and customs of the -
forelgn country” was indicated by 8 respondents; write—in comments suggested
that for the most part this training was provided by the contracted language
teaching agency, for example ("intensive two-day cultural training session prior
to departure administered by [propri.Zary school] for 5staff member and spouse”).

A substantial majority of the respondents (.4) indicated that language
training was provided in both the U.S. and the foreign country. One respondent
reported that more than half of the instruction was provided in the foreign
country, and anothet’ indicated that the employees begin le s in the U.S. and
complete them abroad. Again in most instances, the domestic an .{g::ign

‘traianing is conducted by a, proprietary school.

With regard to language teaching procedur'es, respondents who reported the
use of proprietary schools, either alone or in conjunction with some other type
of training program, indicated that, almost without exception, the textbooks or
other materials used in the couise were “[those] which the training agency also
uses for their training programs with other clients,” not specially prepared for
the company's own programe. Only two respondents indicated that the materials
used by the training agency were “prepared especially for [the company's]
training program” and based on "the specific kinds of language 'situations that
employees in your company will be encountering in their work.”

Procedures used in evaluating the learning outcomes of the proprietary
instruction——as reflected in written comments to the question "Through what
tests or other means is student achievement in the contracted training program
determined?"—-—appear to consist, for the most part, of progress reports provided
by the agency itself; typical comments in this regard were "feedback from pro-
fessionals in these outside eorganizatioms,” "progress reports from agency,” and

6 ‘w
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"whatever means the agency has. No follow-up inside the corporation." One
respondent noted that ''work performance" was evaluated (through unspecified
means) and another, that "standard comprehension exams" (the languages taught
including French, Spanish, Norwegian, and Arabic) were given, but without addi-
tional information. 1In no instance were company—developed (or company-
monitored) evaluation arrangements referred to, nor was there any mention of the
use of external direct tests of proficiency such as the FSI oral interview or
similar performance—based assessment procedures.

For organizations reporting the use of private tutors (4 instances), deter—
mination of "what textbooks or other materials will be used by the tutors" is in
all instances made by the indivdual tutors (with input from the student regard-
ing learning needs in two cases). There are again no company—developed . or
monitored assessment procedures reported, with one respondent suggesting that
tutor—based. instruction is "not a matter of quantifying" and another indicating
the the results of the tutoring are "not monitored very closely by company' due
to its limited use.

The very limited number of organizations reporting outside language
training under the auspices of a college or university department does not per-—
mit meaningful discussion of this traininy -process, and it is also unfortunate
that both the relative and absolute numbers of respondents indicating the
existence of an in~house training program is insufficient to permit useful
extrapolation (except for the apparent indication that the total number of such
.programs in the corporate population is quite low). As a matter of general
information, one of the ‘three respondents reporting an in-house program charac-
terized it as being taught by both former teachers and native—speaker instruc—
tors, making use of materials prepared specifically for the company's training
program, and involving language laboratory attendance, use of locally—prepared
audiotapes, and motion pictures, with assessment via a company-prepared end—of-
course examination. The second of the in—house programs was described as making
use of regular academic (1.e., non-business—specific) teaching materials, group
classroom contact with a professional instructor, and no use of audiovisual
materials. The third program used both regular academic and company-prepared
materials, made considerable use of audiovisual equipment, and relied on
volunteer instructors drawn from among the company staff. Assessment procedures
were unot described for any of the three programs.
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INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS UTILIZATION .
TN SELECTED GOVERNMENT LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS
. b
As previously indicated, the primary emphasis of the survey wds to investi-

gate instructional materials needs as teflected in regular academic training
programs in U.S. colleges and universities. However, in view of the fact that a
substantial amount of training in the less commonly taught languages is carried
out under the auspices of government agencies, it was considered desirable to
obtain general descriptive information on the current language teaching
situation at the most important of these agencies, as well as fairly detailed
information on LCT instructional materials-(l) actually in use, €2) in the
course of development, and (3) considered to be needing development within these
agencies. :

With the interest and very ready cooperation of the U.S. Interagency
Language Roundtable (ILR)--and under the general coordination of Dr. Peter A.
Eddy of the ILR Materials Development and Research committee-~—-ILR represen-—
‘tatives from the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), Defense Language Institute ',
(DLI), Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and National Security Agency (NSA),
agreed to arrange for the completion, at their individual agencies, of survey
report forms for each LCT language taught in the agency. These report forms
(see Appendix I for facsimile) were necessarily somewhat less detailed than the
academic questionnaires, but were intended, by means of a write-in response for-
mat, to obtain language-specific information in the following é%eaéix

, . =)

(1) instructional objectives, operationally defined as "the majdgtprofi—
ciency objective(s) toward which instruction in this language is directed (for
example, real—time listening comprehension of radio broadcasts; speaking profi-
ciency at a sociai interaction level; reading comprehension of technical
material in a specified subject area, etc.”

3

(2) instructional activities, defined as "the basic characteristics of the
instructional program in this language (for example: classroom instruction;
classroom instruction supplemented by conversation practice with native-speaker
assistants; classroom instruction integrated with intensive language laboratory
exercises; programmed self-instruction using print and audio materials; interac-—
tive computer-based instruction; language immersion programs; etc.)"

. N ) - .

(3) Currently-used textbook ("title, edition, publisher, and date of publi-
cation of the primary text or text series that you use in teaching this
language. If a regular text or text series is not used, please describe,
ingtead, the materials that carry the ma jor teaching burden in the program.").

* (4) Supplementary materials ("In addition' to the - textbook or other basic
instructional materials identified above, please describe any qppplementary
materials [e.g., reference grammars, additiodal reading texts, audiovisual

materials, self-instructional exercises, etc.] that play a significant role in
the instructional program.”) :

(5) Materials under developmént, requesting information on any textbook
materials or other imstructional media which "your agency is currently in the
process of developing or contracting for...development.” -
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(6) Needed materials (not counting materials under development), and
defined as "the greatest current need that your agency has with regard to
suitable and effective imstructional materials for this language.”

Relevant information supplied by each of the fdﬁr training agencieé is sum~-
marized below, based on questionnaire data supplied to the project as of wmid-

fall 1982.

Foreigg Service Institute

’

The FSI offers full courses in some 41 LCT languages. Course objectives

for speaking and reading comprehension are expressed in terms of the FSI

“Absolute Proficiency Rating Scale,” on which, for most languages, the full-time

student of average ability is expected to ‘attain Level 3 ("minimum professional .
- proficiency”) in both speaking and reading. The regular course varies from 20

weeks to 44 weeks dependipg on the language.

: \ \ - .

All courses are intensively taught, with formal sessions held from 4 to 6 hours

per day. Throughout the training process, instruction is given im the basic

structure of the language and development of oral proficiepé&, with the ahount

of time devoted to reading comprehension practice gradually .increasing during . .

the course. Beginning in 1981, some of the courses have incorporated gwo— or -

three-day exercises called "bridges,” in which students engage in focused inter-

action emphasizing the use of language skills in professional contexts, such as K

inverviewing, briefing, debating, and negotiating.

2y

{ ' FSI also offers Familiarization and Short-Term Training (FAST) courses in
seven LCT languages. hese courses last 6—10 weeks, and are intended to give
the student an introduétion to the language and culture of the country as well
as a modest level of proficiency (generally, S~1/R-1). FAST texts are currently
limited to specially prepared in-house materials.

* For many of the FSI courses, the textbooks and other instructional materi-
als are available to the general public, although in some instances, these

. materials are designated for in-house uge only. Table 12 provides, for each
language taught at FSI, a summary of materials used and their availability, as -
well as a brief description .of materials under development and an indication of
any other “"needed materials™ not currently being produced. Under "Basic Texts"
the three sub—categories indicate (1) whether externally-prepared commerciap (or
FSI-prepared but publicly-available) texts are used ‘in the course; (2) regard-
less of the sifuation with respect to (1), whether FSI-prepared /but not
publicly—available materials are used; and (3) the type and natire of any pri-
mary audiovisual materials used in the course (1.e., materials constituting an
Integral component of the course). Three similar columns are shown for supple-
mentary materials used in the course, and the last two columns‘indicatg/hny
materials under development or comsidered 'to be needing development in that
language. Within each cell of the table, a "yes" or "no" denotes that the
respondent did indicate the availability or non—availability of the material in

’ question but did not specify its exact nature. Where additional descriptive

information 1is provided, this is briefly noted. Blank cells indicate "no

respongse” for that particular category.
. é

(3
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Table 12 e G-

~

Summary of FSI Course Materials ’
. BASIC TEXTS SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS ' MATERIALS UNDER MATERIALS
. . - ' In-house DEVELOPMENT NEEDED )
Commercial or ' Commercial or (incl. newspapers, \
Publicly Available In-H%use Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc.) Audio-Visual
Afrikaans ' No Yes Audiotapes A “Supplementary -  Radio, TV No
v : reading materials:
intermediate &
advanced
Amharic *~No  Yes Audiotapes ' Yes Supplementary Basic text; ‘Basic text;
' reading materials: _ Audiotapes; L2-L1 Other
newspapers : Introduction ~dictionary
» to orthography - “
Arabic,
Formal Spoken No Yes Audiotapes Yes " Yes Radio Basic text Basic text;
‘ ' ' ’ Ref. grammar
- Written Yes Yes Yes ‘ - . No
Arabic, ' - : ‘ .
- Egyptian Yes No : Radio o
Written ' ,
Bengali No Basic text; Basic text; Newspapers ' Basic text; Basic text;
Introduction ' Other: schoolbook Introduction’ Ref. grammar;
. ’ to writing _series e , . , to writing L1-L2, L2-L1
) ' dictionary
Bulgarian ‘ Yes ‘ Supplement. Audliotapes Yes : Basic text;
speaking . . _ Audiotapes
material to ' N : ,
basic text ' 3
Burmese Basic text
Cambodian/Khmer Yes * Audiotapes " Updated text
* Cebuano v Yes i Supplementary . ]
reading materials: _ o
‘ ’ . newspapers E . . - Tl -
Chinese/Mandarin Yes ' .Audiotapes S . Other: diplomatic - No :
’ " ‘ - gpecific, ) ©L :
Chinese/Cantonese Yes - Audiotapes ° - Other; diplomatic . - - S No ]
) .0 . : specific . L oo X
Chinese/Written Yes Audiotapes Other: graded S ] No
: s . e ' : ' redding material ’ ' . 5 -
Q Czech Yes Yes Audi%tapes Basic texthook;. Supplementary Radio, films . " Basic spoken
\ ; Ref. grammak; : reading materials: . ‘textbook

{1 i

N

12-L1 dictignary K  newspapers
P2 ‘ ]
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- * A . ' Table 12 (continued) -5 71— .
Summary of FSI Course Materials
BASIC TEXTS ‘ SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS MATERIALS UNDER MATERIALS
. ‘ In-house DEVELOPMENT - NEEDED
) Commercial or Commercial or (incl. newspapers,
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc.) Audio-Visual
Danish ~Yes Yes - Newspapers, Kadio, TV No
‘ periodicals . -
Dari Yes Other: newspapers, L2-L1 dict.;
collection essays Ref. grammar
Dutch " Yes Yes Yes Yes Other: newspapers Radio, TV ‘
, L)
Finnish Yes Audiotapes .Yes . Radio
Greek, ‘ . ‘ _
Katharevusa Yes Yes Audiotapes Yes Newspapers Radio, TV .. No : No
Dhimotiki Yes ' : : ' Basic text Basic text
Haitian Creole Yes Materials,
newspapers
Hebrew Yes Audiotapes Yes Newspapers T Audiotapes,
’ : ) radio, TV
Hindi Yes No Audiotapes Yes Newspapers Radio v L1-L2, L2-Ll
: : ' . ' . dictlonary
" Urdu Yes No Audiotapes Yes Newspapers’ Radio ~* < | ST L1-L2, L2-Ll -
. e o dictionary
Hungarian Yes Yes Yes Yes Newspapers Radio{fﬁﬂ;¥ Updated basic
. . Hvuu;; - text
Icelandic Yes Audiotapes Yes \
Indonesian Yes Audiotapes Yes Newspapers — , Radio, TV — \
' A -7
Japanese . Yes Audiotapes - Yes /x” - Audiotapes N
Korean Yes Yes Audiotapes Yes Intermediate
i . text
Lao . Yes Audiotapes ' L2-L1 dic-
: . \ tionary
Malay Yes Audiotapes Newspapers, v L2-L1 dic-
supplementary tionary;
) reading materials ' Graded reader
. and drills
Nepali: Yes Audiotapes Newspapers, L2-L1 dic-
‘ o written material tionary;
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Commercial or

o

BASIC TEXTS

In-House

Summary of FSI Course Materials

Commercial or

Table 12- (continu'ed)ﬁ -5%-

[

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS.
." _/In—house
(incl'. mewspapers

3

“ . -

MATERIALS WNDER
DEVELOPMENT

i

. MATERIALS
NEEDED :

-

Publicly Available Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc,) Audio-Visual
Norwegtan Yes Yes Audiotapes Yes fi T Audiotapes
Polish Yes Yes .~ Audiotapes J  Yes . . Newspapers Radio, TV, Basic text Basic text;
o T , ' K&( g lectures X Grammar summary
Portuguese Yes f' Audlotapes * Newspapers, .Radio, TV “@ Audiotapes for
’ literature listening
. .y ' comprehension
Romanian Yes Yes ¢Audiqgapes _ Radio, TV, - Basic text (for
e ‘ sound/slide intensive
) . course)
Russian Yes Yes - Tapes, TV Yes Radio, TV, Basic text Supplementary
‘ films reading materi-
als, intermed.
i , and advanced;
Supplementary
speaking mater-
ials, intermed.
( and advanced
Serbo—-Croatian Yes Yes Newspapers, Radio, TV, Updated basic
’ v ' literature sound/slide, text (for
films (in intensive
S English) course)
Sinhala (off campus) Yes | '
Swahili No Yes Yes . Radio
Swedish Yes . Radio, TV
Tagalog Yes Audiotapes Yes Newspapers,
; literature No . )
Tamil ) Yes Newspapers L2-L1 dic-
) . tionary
Thail { Yes Audiotapes Yes Newspapers No No
. i :
| Turkish No Yes Audiotapes” Yes Basic text Graded reading
Q ‘ : materials
Yes Newspapers, Kadio

B Tietnamese
o

-

periodicals

o 20
{

i




Defense Language Institute

The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) responses
show 40 LCT languages currently taught. These courses typically involve 47
weeks of full-time training. ngf the most part, proficiency levels expected on
completion of the course are "3™ in listening comprehension/speaking and "2" ih
reading and writing. A few courses are intended to achieve level 3 in reading.
DLIFLC also offers a number of refresher courses, generally for students at the
intermediate level.

Table 13 shows course materials information for UCT languages taught at
DLIFLC. Virtually all the materials listed under "commercial or publicly
* available"” have been developed by ﬁLI‘){fhese include textbook material as well
as supplementary readers and volumes on culture, economics, and literature of
the target language country. For more déﬁgiled information on specific DLIFLC
materials, the following publication should\be consulted: Catalgggéf Instruc—
tional Materials, Defense Language Institute, Foreign Language Center. 1981.
Presidio of Monterey, CA (DLIFLC Training Pamphlet 350-5).

Central Intelligence Agency

The Language School (LS)'of the Central Intelligence-Agenconffers basic
courses of the following types: :

(1) Full-time beginning reading, speaking, and listening comprehension
courses. These typically require 3-6 hours per day of contact with native
speaker instructors, plus additional tape listening and individual work such as
reading supplementary material. “Mini-immersion” experiences extending over two
and a half days are part of these courses in most languages. Expected profi-
ciency upon course completion is $-2/R-3.

(2) Part-time beginning reading, speaking, and listening comprehension
courses. Students in these courses spend 3-5 hours weekly with instrucors, plus
additional individual work. Expected end-of-training proficiency depends on
student aptitude, difficulty of the language, and course length.

(3) Familiarization courses. These limited=~scope courses may be full-time
or part-time, and typically involve 30-45 hours of classroom time spread over a
two- to ten-week period. Level 1 ("survival”) proficiency. is generally antici-
pated.

Table 14 below lists LCT languages presently taught at the Language School.




Table 13

text

- ™ * .' -QC>-< ) ‘..; iw
‘Summary of DLI Course Mat s ;
Ciom, I .- o
BASIC TEXTS SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS MATERIALS UNDER MATERIALS .
o ‘ In-house ' DEVELOPMENT - NEEDED
Commercial or Commercial or (inclf newspapets, ' -
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc.) Audio-Visual} .
Albanian Yes Audio- v
‘cassettes Yes ’ . No Revision of por- No
tions of basic . -
text
Arabic, .
Modern Standard Yes Audio- Supplementary - No
‘. cassettes material to
’ . : ) .basic text
Egyptian Yes Yes ‘ ! 10 week basic No
: text to follow
MSA course.
Revision
Syrian st Yes 10 week basic No
K - . text to follow
= MSA course.
> Revision N
Iraqi Yes Yes 10 week basic No \%\
L/ text to follow !
J MSA course.
% , Revision
Bulgarian Yes Audio- , Yes Audio- L2-L1 military No
cassettes, : cassettes glossary B ’
Chinese, Mandarin Yes Audio- ' | Yes - ! Basic text Material specif-
cassettes ic to DLI course
_ objectives
Czech Yes ® Yes Audio- Yes Yes Audio- Intermediate/ Audio-visual
cassettes cassettes advanced material of real
materials; life telecasts,
Refresher/ scripts and
maintenance exercises
“package”
Dutch . Yes - Audio- Yes Yes
’ cassettes
Greek . Yes Audilo- Yes
. cassettes
Hungarilan " Yes Aud fo- Yes Revision of major
cassettes portions of basic

-~




Commercial or

BASIC TEXTS

-Ll—-
Table 13

(continued)

Summary of DLI Course Materials

Commerclal or

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

In-house

(incl. newspapers,

f

¥
\

MATERIALS ™~
NEEDED

MATERIALS UNDER
DEVELOPMENT

N

Publicly Available In—-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc.) Audio-Visual -
Indonesian Yes Audio- . Yes Revision of
' cassettes latter portions
) of basic text
Japanese Yes Audio- Yes Flash cards,
cassettes £ilms
Korean Yes Audio- Yes Flash cards, Revision of (See Chinese)
cassgettes audio- basic text '
, cassettes ‘
Norwegian Yes Audio- Yes Newspapers, Audiocas-
cassettes periodicals settes, films
Pashto No Yes Audio- Yes Newspapers
cassettes
Persian Yes A Audio- Yes Audio- “Revision of por-
cassettes , cassettes tions of Thresh-
' hold materials
Polish Yes Yes Audio- Yes Intermediate/ Audio-visual
cassettes advanced mater— material of real-
ials; Refresh- life telecasts,
er/maintenance scripts and
“package"” exercises
Portuguese, et
Brazilian Audio- Portion of
and Yes Audio- Yes cassettes basic text v
European cassettes T
Romanian Yes Audio- Yes Newspapers
cassettes .
Russian Yes Yes Audio- Yes Audio— Intermediate/
cassettes cassettes, advanced revi-
cartoon gsion; Refresh-
guides er/maintenance
: - “package”
Serbo-Croatlan Yes Audio- Yes .
cassettes
Yes Audio- Yes Audiotapes
cassettes

+ e

o)




BASIC TEXTS

- Commercial or

b
Table 13 (continued)
Summary of DLI Course Materials
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

In—-house
Commercial or (incl. newspapers,

L\
;\\Q

- \‘
MATERIALS UNDER MATERIALS
DEVELCPMENT NEEDED

P

films

Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etcs) Audio-Visual .
Tagalog Yes Audiotapes Yes , Newspapers, )
magazines, -
e periodicals °
Thai Yes Audio- Yes .
. cassettes , .
Turkish Yes Audio- Yes Newspapers Radio
. cassettes
Vietnamese Yes Audio- Yes Yes Videos, Revision of por-
cassettes tions of basic

text >
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Summary of CIA Course Materials

o BASIC TEXTS ' SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS MATERIALY UNDER | MATERIALS
! In-house - DEVELOiQFNT NEEDED
Commercial or > , Commercial or (incl. newspapers, :
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available peiiodicals, etc.) Audio—-Visual S -
Arabic, . : Yes ]
Levantine Yes ' Slides, ) Basic text in
. . videotapes Arabic script
Egyptian Yes ’ _ | , Slides, ) ' 2
- videotapes E
Saudi Yes ) ‘ Slides,
' videotapes '
MSA (FSA) Yes .
Chinese, Mandarin Yes ’ . . 7 Movies, Proficiency Exercises to -
. . ‘ videotapes ; test accompany videos
Danish Yes Audiotapes Yes . « . Tilms; Reference
grammar for Am-
. ) erican students
Dutch i Yes Audiotapes - Yes . Radio coursey - = Basic text for
. ) audiotapes, adults (not N
- radio, videos college orien-
' ' ted);
Video material;
‘ Achievement test
. . ' and scoring '
. ‘ method for use
' _in small classes
Greek Yes : Audiotapes, Yes Newspapers, Videotapes Basic text for
videotapes magazines . reading, only
. ¢
Indonesian - Yes ) Audiotapes Yes . “Intro. to gram— Modern usage
i < mar materials
Japanese Yes Audiotapes No Yes Videos Reading profi- Exercises to
‘ ciency test v accompany
, ’ videotapes
Korean Yes Audiotapes - Yes Videos Basic short Exercises to
i : , ‘ . course accompany .
‘ ) . _videotapes
Norvegian Yes Audictapes Yes' - Picture dictionary, T f :

newspapers . : |

ERIC-

IToxt Provided by ERI
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- . . o = " -LY- Summary of CI% Course Materials TABLE 14 cant'ol )
BASIC TEXTS SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS MATERIALS, UNDER MATERIALS
In-house DEVELOPMENT NEEDED -
Commercial or: Commercial or . (incl. newspapers,
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicgls, etch) 'Audio-V}sual '
Persian Yes AudIotapes Yes Newspapers Audiotapes Reading profi- Videotapes
- : * ' - clency test I
Polish . ' Yes Audiotapes ‘ . ‘ Films, radio. Basic textbook
N ” . : - with' reading
\ . " material;
\ ° Basic textbook
,) T . with simpler .
/ #\\ grammar explan-
- ation -
Portuguese, : o 3 ,
"Brazilian ,Audiotapes Yes Audiotapes Specialiied L2 glossary of
. ’ ' topic glossary newspaper
) : political term-—
. inology; '
- Supplementary
. reading graded
. - material;
: . Cultural material
Russian ~Yes Dialogues, news— - - - Radio- . No__ _No
papers - ~dt
Serbo-Croatian Audiotapes Yes Newspapers Specialized Access to newly
. topic-glossary; published for-—
Picture.dic- eign basic
tionary materials; ¢
} ' . Updated materi- -
’ : i als - -
Swedish Audiotapes Yes Newspapers, Audiotapes, Basic short
: magazines slide/sound, self-instruc-
s videotapes,- tional text;
fil?ﬁ/ L2~L1l dictionary -
. - of Swedish-
i , American Eng-
! “ _ lish idioms
Thai Audiotapes Yes Yes Videotapes . Exercise mater—  High intermedi-
' ."fals to accom— ate and advanced
. pany videotapes materials
Turkish Yes . Yes No Audiotapes, Exercise mater— Intermediate/
- videotapes ials to accom— ddvanced reader
. ' pany videotapes e
O Tietnamese Audiotapes No Newspapers Basic text Exercise materi- '

Videotapes

ot

als to daccompany

videotapes ‘8 e
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National Security Agency, Nationmal Cryptologic -School
. ]

f

NSA currently conducts lasguage training in 9 LCT languages. The overall
cbjectives of the NSA courses differ somewhat from those of the other three
agencies, in that major emphasis 1is placed on listening comprehension and
reading rather than on oral proficiency. 1Iwo to four different courses are

‘typically offered in each language. The learning objectives are "to enable the

student to develop competence in the following broad categories:

(1) to gist, outline, and arnswer Qquestions in Engfish on selected, unedited
articles;

(2) discuss articles [in the target language];
(3) identify syntactic structures which are peculiar to [the target
language], distinguishing between a 'free' translation and an incorrect one;

(4)‘choose the proper synonyms and word comB}nations in selected texts;

(5) transcribe storieéf conversations, and [news] broadcasts.”

L g 4

Within these categories, individual courses have SpéCifié&VEerﬁiﬁéifébjéétivesWﬂ

(e.g+, transcribing in English from the target language, transcribing in the
target language, answering questions in the target language, and translating
specific texts).

Table 15 shows the instructional materials currently employed in LCT
language courses at NSA, materials under development at the agency, and
expressed additional materials needs.

As a conveniehce to the reader, bibliographic references for any basic
textbook materials reported as being used in LCT courses at any of the four
agencies, but not already listed in Appendix J by virtue of their use in a
reported academic course, are included in the same Appendix, prefaced by an
asterisk. ’
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Table 15

Summary of NSA Course Materials

v, A
 MATERIALS

. BASIC TEXTS SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS MATERIALS UNDER
= ¢ : In-house DEVELOPMENT NEEDED
| Commercial or ‘ Commercial or (incl. newspapers,
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc.) Audio-Visual
£ . §
N Arabic,
Modern Standard Yes Audipcassettes
Transcription Yes Yes Yes
Advanced Yes Yes Yes
Chinese, g . N
Mandarin Yes . Yes Yes Yes Audiotapes No Videos in for?
. of "soap operd";
= Supplementary
listening com— m“%
g ' prehension
advanced )
materials N
Written Yes - . .. Yes ____Newspapers . . B ]
Newspaper Yes Yes Newspapers Radio
Basic Reading “Yes Yes Yes Newspaper, periodi- .
R cals, magazines ,
Classical Yes “ Yes ‘ '
Script writing Yes : Yes
Hebrew, 9
Reading No Yes Yes Newspapers Viewgraphs No
Basic Yes Yes ~ Yes Audiotapes, Videos (33 dia- Videos of cur-
viewgraphs, logue segments) rent Israeli TV
videos ) programs
Korean, N - ' .
Reading Yes No Yes Selected topical Visual aids Supplementary
e articles reading inter-—
o ) ‘ mediate material
) P with notes
- N el o {
Basic Yes Audiotapes Yes ¢ Yes Ref. grammar Intermediate/
‘ ) ! advanced reading
. T ' materials with
o : L ‘ \ : exercises
3 -omanian No Yes Yes Newspapers,\ glos— Radio -y
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Table 15 (continued)
Summary of NSA Coursé Materials
BASIC TEX&S . ~ .SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS o MATERIALS UNDER MATERIALS
In—-house DEVELOPMENT NEEDED

Commercial or - f Commercial or (incl. newspapers, o
Publicly Available In-House Audio-Visual | Publicly Available periodicals, etc:) « Audio-Visual

Russian Yes . Yes Yes Yes Quizzes/tests,{a _Videos, : Cultural materi~ That depleted
(6 courses) = dictation, gram- ‘radio, als in Russianj materials’ be
e mar, supplementary audiotaﬁés Basic text in -replenished in
texts, periodicals o colloquial timely manner;
Russian Taped natural
3 v spontaneous
/ ' , speech

n

~N

) Sefbo-CfEEEIEﬁwguwuﬂ'f” s~ — | -~~~ -Audiotapes - - e A,M§W,Quizzasers;s4Nmm,7 Audiotapes Advanced materi- L2-Ll, L1-L2 -
A ’ selected articles : .als; dicti%pafIEQT““‘*“;
Audio lab exer-— Commercial basic

cises... | texts;

™
Thail Audiotapes : : No No ‘ More basic text
. material

Turkish ‘ Audiotapes ' Newspapers,
magazines

Transcription ‘ Audiotapes,

radis, TV —A

. P
Colloquial Audiotapes , Selected Radio,; TV,
articles . au%iotapes

N
N
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

-

] The¢§;:i;y of Material Development Needs in the Less Commonly Taught
Languages was conducted in order to solicit information from a broad spectrum of
specidlists and teachers of LCT languages. The LCT Survey also solicited ’
responses from the U.S. business community, as well as some of the U.S. govern~
ment agencles which provide language training for their employees. The survey
is intended to update and supplement the 1974 recommendations to the U.S.
Department of Education, Division of International Programs to be used as gulde-
lines by that office in determining priorities for funding for the development
of materials for LCT languages. - :

The following recommendations are compiled from the responses to the
questionnaires which have been discussed in the body of this report, as well as
those submitted by specialists. They represent in many cases a consensus of
informed judgmeuts and are presented as such. :

(1) The available survey data concerning chg general configuration of LCT
language courses suggest that these courses -for the most part follow the tradi-

tional pattern of semester— or quarter-based study over the regular academic

year, and are generally non-intensive (i.e., have 2 or fewer contact hours per
day). 1In view of the considerable research literature indicating that intensive
language learning experiences, especially of the "immersion” type, are highly
effective in promoting both ripid and thorough language acquisition, it would
seem desirable to provide thi type of training in LCT languages on a wider
basis than currently appears be the case. Intensive language training may be
considered an even more import onsideration for those LCT languages whose
structure is appreciably different \from that of English or othevr Indo—-European
languages. Intensive programs of study abroad offer the additional advantage of
constant exposure to culturally ayghentic language use situations, which can be
duplicated only partially and with difficulty in U.S.-based training. N\

+

(2) To the extent that that the survey results may be considered represen-—
tative of LCT language training programs generally, there are for all practical
purposes no courses being offered that are explicitly designed to re—train stu-
dents who have at one time reached a reasonably high level of proficiency but
whose current competence in the language has declined through disuse. On the
assumption that students who, have already achieved some degree of competence in
the language pre more readily able to re—acquire these skills than initial
learners——provided that suitably designed re-learning materials and other aids
are made available to them——it would seem very desirable and ultimately highly
cost-effective to develop the specific.materials aad procedures needed for this
purpose. .. o

(3) The survey responses indicate that only very few institutions offering
instruction in LCT languages have a formal system for keeping track of program
graduates. For the smaller-volume languages especially, having some established
and ongoing means of waintaining contact with academically trained individuals
in these languages would appear- to be a relatively inexpensive yet potentially
very important undertaking from the point of view of "human resource” quanti-
fying and monitoring in these areas. Whether this type of recordkeeping would
best be handled by the various programs on an individual basis or through some
across—programs means 1is a question that shouli‘i}so be addressed in this con-
nection. - 1
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(4) Questionnaire responseg describing the nature and objectives of
beginning- and intermediate-level LCT language courses suggest that, for the
most part, these courses are being aimed at the development of functional
language skills. Given this general orientation, the availability of teaching
materials that provide effective practice in both listening comprehension and
speaking in genuine communicative contexts (as well as reading comprehension of
contemporary, "real-life” texts) would be of considerable importance. In. this
regard, after textbooks, the survey's two most frequently reported areas of
“greatest need" for materials are for audiotapes and supplementary reading-exer-—
cises. With respect to audiotapes, the quite high percentage of respondents who
indicated that they were developing their own tapes—-—~39% overall for beginning
courses and 44% for intermediate courses——suggests the rather widespread una-
vailability (or unsatisfactory quality) of these materials from commercial or
other external sources.

(5) Student progress in LCT language courses is, for the most part, being
assessed through the very traditional umeans of classroom observation and
ingtructor-prepared examinations. With the salient exception of the Japanese
Proficiency Test, a professionally~developed and nationally normed test of
listening comprehension and reading proficiency, there are no appropriate and
readily~available external—to—program measures of developed functional profi-
ciency currently available in the less commonly taught languages. (A similar
test is under development in Chinese, to be available in 1984.) Although the
need for externally prepared standardized teSts was not strongly expressed at
the individual-institution level, this did figure rather prominently in the
review committee discussions and was explicitly identified in the individual
reports of several committee members as an important “materials development”
consideération.

(6) In addition to the need for generalized tests of functional proficiency
independent of particular curricula is the need for achievement-oriented tests
which can be used on a week-to-week or unit-by-unit basis to determine the
student's acquisition of particular elements of course content in a detailed and
highly diagnostic manner--both to chart progress during the course and “to iden-
tify areas where additional instruction is needed. Textbook authors and pub-
lishers are in an ideal position to provide this type of testing as a basic
component of the instructionmal lessons themselves. However, relatively few
respondents note any use of "textbook tests" as part of their assessment proce-
dures (10 percent at beginning and 5 percent’ at intermediate levels), most pro-—
bably a reflection of the fact that a majority of textbooks for ICT languages
(and for the higher—volume languages as well) pay little or no attention to
testing matters. The most straightforward approach to resolving this situation
would probably be to work directly with textbook authors to insure that appro-
priate testing exercises are included within the total instructional package; in
this regard, materials development projects conducted under Department of
Education auspices could be required to incorporate these aspects within the
total scope of work. For situations in which the teaching package itself does
not provide suitable assessment materials, it is necessary for the individual
instructors to prepare such materials locally, with overall quality of these
materials dependent in large part on the level of interest and measurement
expertise of the persons involved. '

-

(7) Although computer—assisted instruction does not, on a total percentage-
of-use basis, currently figure prominently among the instructional resources
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being called upon by LCT language teachers (by comparison to audiotapes, video~—
tapes, and other more conventional media), there are fairly clear indications--
both from the questionnaire responses of individual departments and from a
growing number of related articles in the professional literature——that CAIL is
being increasingly viewed as a very powerful and effective ally in the instruc-
tional process. Notwithstanding the relatively small number of CAI programs in
operation within the UCT language field at present, this situation may change
radically in the fairly near future as a result of the synergistic interaction
of a number of factors, including (a) constantly increasing availability of
suitable hardware, both on an institutional and individual—-student basis;

(b) budgetary pressures to redyee instructional staff and/or increase student-
instructor ratios; (c) in dsing sophistication and ease—of-use of courseware
authoring languages and rograms; (d) clinical research and growing experimental
data on the effectivendss of CAL in accomplishing specified teaching objectives,
most notably imitial fraining and drill in grammatical structures, vocabulary
development, and reading comprehension practice with constantly available
interpretation prompts.

&

Effective assistance in CAI development and dissemination within *the near-
term future would pfbbably involve a number of different activities. One recom~
mendation would be to provide for the timely dissemination of a variety of types
of information concerning CAI applications in the language field, including
reports of individuals and institutions involved in experimentation with or
operational use of CiLi programs; information about technical advances having
special relevance to language instruction (for example, high-resolution CRT
screens permitting very clear display of non-Roman alphabets, character—based
languages, etc.); and detailed descriptions of available CAL language programs,
with respect to both their language content/instructional objectives and tech~
nical requirements'(equipment on which usable, etc.). Because of very rapid '
changes and progress within the computer/CAI fields generally, such a database
should be designed to operate on a very short turnaround cycle (presumably
computer—assisted in"its own right), so that the available information would be
current as of a matter of days. .

A second type of substantive assistance to effective CAI development would
be the commissioning of a small group of highly qualified individuals—-collec~-
tively highly knowledgeable in second-language learning theory, computer appli-
cations, and programmed irnstruction, to develop a set of detailed guidelineéf?or
developers of CAIL language programs. These guidelines would treat such aspects
as: areas of language training in which computer assistance is most effective
and appropriate (by comparison to instructional tasks best performed by a live
instructor); vutlines or frameworks for varioud types of instructional exercises
that are both readily programmable and in keeping with effective learning
principles; and technical and other resource information that would be needed by
or helpful to prospective program authors. '

A third possible area of support would be the providing of fellowships or
other short-term financial support to carefully selected faculty members or
other qualified resource persons' in specified LCT languages for the express pur-—
pose of obtaining hands-on familiarization and training in computer—assisted
instruction techniques, to be followed by the actual preparation of a specified
instructional program in the designated language.
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(8) Although texﬁbooks were the priority materials need reported by a
majority of respondents at both the beginning and intermediate levels, for indi-

‘vidual languages, other types of materials are identified as the "greatest

current need" in many instances. For example, for beginning level Russidn, 11%
of the respondents considered “cultural materials” to be the most important
development need, and for Japanese, 16X considered videotapes and other audiovi-
sual equipment as their primary curreut lack. One possible interpretation of
these data is that, for languages already reasonably well equipped with respect
to textbooks and other basic instructional materials, respondents are iden-
tifying significant "second-order" materials to supplement and reinforce the
existing fundamental teaching tools. -

(9) Since materials development recommendations made by the project review
committee take into account both the results of the present survey and the
extensive information base on which they are able to draw concerning languages
in their own area of specialization, these reépmmendations are considered to
warrant detailed consideration in connection with the setting of waterials
development priorities. However, it should betindicated that neither the design

" of the survey nor the consultative role of the review committee was intended to

take into account the numerous non—language related factors including economic,

strategic, and policy considerations that would be expected to affect the nature
and extent of government and/or private sector support of materials development

efforts in a given language or language area.

(10) Results of the survey of corporate language training, though based on
a relatively low response rate, provide some extremely interesting provisional
information concerning the extent and general nature of this training. The most
salient finding is the major role played by proprietary schools, as reflected in
the fact that almost 9 out of 10 of the responding organizations (89%) make at
least some use of proprietary school training, with over half (58%) identifying
this as their sole source of language instruction. In this regard, it is signi-
ficant to note that the training materials used by the proprietary agencies are
in virtually all instances "regular textbooks or other materials...also [used]
with other clients." To the extent that businegs-related language learning
needs can be considered to differ from academic or “gemeral purpose” instruction
(with respect to, for example, the particular language—use situations repre-
sented, the relative importance accorded t» various types of lexicon, etc.),
instructional materials and procedures that are more closely and more delibera-—
tely matched to "business language" needs would be recommended. Development of
such materials would probably come about as a result of market factors, provided
that the corporations themselves were adequately informed and insistent con-
cerning the specific nature of the language training requested of the
proprietary schools.

(11) Also related to the preceding is the fairly clear indication that the
responding corporations are, for the most part, taking little or no active role
in the monitoring and quality control of the language instruction provided by
proprietary agencies or academic institutions conducting such training.

Inasmuch as the functional goals of business language instruction can be rather
readily specified (by comparison, for example, to academic language training for
personal/cultural development or other generalized purposes), the assessment of
developed proficiency in the language—use situations represented would be a
relatively straightforward task for language testing specialists working
cooperatively with a corporation or group of corporations to specify the

o
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assessment approach and content involved and to develop the necessary instru-—
ments. Direct proficiency interviews of the FSI type might be considered as a
basic framework for testing communicative proficiency in business-related con-
versations with native speakers. In employment settings where reading compre-
hension is at issue, textual materials typlcal of those encountered in these
situations would serve as the linguistic corpus for test development.

(12) Responding corporations were found to make relatively little use of
college or university language teaching facilities. The reasons for this are
not clear, but might be anticipated to involve a combination of such factors as
relative cost and administrative complexity of waking such arrangements with
academic institutions by comparison to contracted proprietary schools; reluc—
tance on the part of the institutions to carry out business—related language
training; or lack of corporate knowledge about the potential of college— or
university-based language instruction for business applications. In any event,
given the general decline in regular academic enrollments in many postsecondary
institutions, it would appear to be to these institutions' advantage to consider
collaborative language teaching projects with various business organizations.
The somewhat different perspectives on the overall nature and goals of language
instruction that would be at issue in these activities might also have a
thought-provoking effect on the nature and focus of the institution's regular
language programs as well. '

(13) In addition to materials development within higher education institu-
tions, systematic materials development activity is taking place in the U.S.
government agency language schools. In recent years, many of these textbooks
have become available to the public, but their availability is not widely known
in many instances. It is suggested that some priority be given to a) developing
a better system of making what is publicly available better known; and b) fos-—
tering coordinated efforts between the agency schools and academic programs to
develop teaching modules that could be adapted to fit particular, languages.
Readers have a way of becoming dated rather quickly, and thus their development
can be expensive with relatively little return for the investment, in many
instances.

(14) Although most respondents did not list dictionaries as the most urgent
need for beginning courses, the demand for them increases as,courses at the
intermediate and advanced level are offered. It 1is conceivable that the urgent
need for text materials is more obvicus, and the cost of developing dictionaries
is so high that respondents were reluctant to list them as immediate, single
priority needs. However, their development should not be ignored. For some of
the major languages, such as Arabic, the need for Ll-L2 contemporary diction-
aries is obvious. It would be quite useful to solicit a careful compilation of
a specific list of languages for which the development of student dictionaries
would be a very worthwhile use of limited funds. :
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Appendix A

Survey of Materials Development Needs in Less Commoniy Taught Languages

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS

Instructions: Please answer each of the'following questions by checking the
appropriate options or writing in answers as indicated., All information pro-
vided will be analyzed and reported on a basis that will not identify individual

respondents or institutions.

1. On the lines below, please list each course in an uncommonly taught language
that is being taught in your department or administrative area during the
current academic year (1981-82). (For purposes of ‘the survey, uncommonly taught
languages are all modern languages other than English, French, German, Italian,
and Spanish.) For each course listed, in addition to language designation and
course title, two other items of information are requested:

o Instructor Name. Please supply first and last name of instructor (this
information is requested solely to verify later receipt of the course
report forms from the individual instructors). Please include yourself

as an instructor if appropriate.

o Enrollment. Please give the total number of students enrolled in the
course in 1981-82,

(If the requested information is more readily available in another, already-

prepared form, e.g., departmental file record, this may be appended instead.)

Language Course Title Instructor Enrollment

‘(Please attach an additional page if needed.)

' P A— 1
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2. Do any of the less-commonly-taught (LCT) language teaching activities in your
department involve any of the following? Please check "yeés" or "no" for each.

item below.

( ) Yes
( ) Yes
( ) Yes
() Yes
( ) Yes
( ) Yes

( ) No
( ) Yo
( ) No
( ) No
( ) Wo
( ) No

Intensive language courses (defined as 3 or more hours
per day of instruction)

Computer-assisted instruction
Self-study (student learns the language "on his/her
own," with teacher involvement limited to occasional

assistance, checks on progress, etc.)

Inter-term and/or summer study of the language at the

institution

Inter-term and/or summer study of the language in
institution-administered programs abroad

Full-year academic study abroad

Please describe briefly any "yes" activities (language or languages involved,
level at which used, etc.).

3. Do you have a system for maintaining contact with LCT language students after
.they leave the program (beyond the usual institution-wide alumni lists)?

( ) Yes

( ) Wo

" If "yes," please describe this éystem briefly and the

uses that have been made of it.

\

-
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4. Does your department offer any ICT language courses explicitly designed for
| students who have previously studied the language but who have had some pro-

ficiency loss through disuse? ( ) Yes ( ) No. If “"yes," please briefly
describe these courses and the typlcal backgrounds of students taking them.

1]

S. Across all of the LCT languages and courses taught in your department, what
' in your opinion are the greatest areas of current need with regard to
suitable and effective instructional materials? Please identify the
language(s) involved, the type of material needed (e.g., basic textbooks,
reference grammars, supplementary reading texts, audiotapes, dictionaries,
cultural materials, pronunciation guides, etc.) and indicate the particular
characteristics that such material should have in order to be of greatest .

usefulness and value. (Attach a separate sheet if desired.)

’

6. Please use the lines below to expand on any previous information or to provide
any further comments about the language teaching program in your department ..
or materials needs that should be considered in the survey.

PLEASE TURN THE PAGE.

ERIC | U '
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6. (cont.)

7. In addition to examining teaching practices and materials needs in regular
academic settings, we are interested in contacting other types of institutions
or organizations that carry out training in the less commonly taught
languages. If you are aware of any missionary schools, governmedﬁ agencies,
proprietary schools, business corporations, or other non-academic organizations
that offer training in the language(s) taught in your department, please ;
identify them below. ' ) ,

D
7

8. Name (for checking of returns only) .

Institution

Please return this questionnaire, together with completed Course Report(s) for .
any ICT language courses that you have personally been teaching in the current

academic year, to:

Less Commonly Taught Languages Survey, Center for Applied Linguistics
o 3520 Prospect Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20007

Copies of the "Memorandum for Instructors," "Questionnaire for Instructors," and
sufficient Course Report forms to cover the courses listed in question 1 should
be distributed to the instructors involved, who are asked to forward the
completed materials directly to the project office$ at the address above.

Any needed additional copies of these materials may be xeroxed locally, or will
be forwarded to you immediately on telephone request to (202) 298-9292.

Your cooperation in this project is very much appreciated.

A-4 -
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Appendix B \

Survey of Materials Development Needs in Less Commonly Taught Languages

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INSTRUCTORS

Instructions: Please answer each of following questions before completing the
Course Report form(s) foxr courses you have been currently teaching in a less
commonly taught language. The answers to these questions will be used, on a
. group basis, to generally characterize the instructor population responding to
the survey and to assist in the interpretation of survey results. This infor-
mation will not be analyzed or reported in any way that would identify indivi-
dual respondents or institutions.

1. Please give thevuncommonly taught language(s) that you currently teach (1981-82) :
gurrent.'y

2. For how many years (including 1981-82) have you been teaching the language(s)?

3. Is language teaching your sole professional activity, or is it combined with
some other type of teaching or -employment? (Check one.)

( ) Sole professional activity

( ) Combined with other type of teaching or employment (please describe):

4. Your age in years (please check one):

( ) 25 or under ( ) 41-45
( ) 26-30 ( ) 46-50
( ) 31-35 ( ) 51-55
( ) 36-40 ( ) 586 or over

5. Highest‘academic degree obtained (check one):

High school or eguivalent
B.A. or equivalent
M.A. or equivalent
PhD. or equivalent
Other (please describe)

—~ e e~
— N N e e

6. In what general field and subject matter is your highest academic degree?
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7. Please list any regional or national professiomal organizations (in the
language field) of which you are a member: .

8. Do you have a tenured (or "tenure track") position at the institution where
you are now teaching?

{ ) Yes

{ ) No

9. Across all the less-commonly-taught-language courses that.you teach, what do
! you consider the single most urgent need insofar as the development of

instructional materials is concerned? Please identify the language, the type
of material needed (e.g., basic textbook, reference grammar, supplementary
reading texts, audioctapes, dictionaries, cultural materials, pronunciation
guides, etc.). Please also give any relevant information concerning the
particular characteristics that this material should have to be of maximum
value and usefulnessi. (Attach a separate sheet if desired.)

10. Name (for checking of receipt only)

Institution

Please return this questionnaire, together with the completed Course Report
form(s) to:

Less Commonly Taught Languages Survey, Center for Applied Linguistics
3520 Prospect Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20007

Thank you very much for your assistance!l

B-2
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%- _ Survey of Materiala Developsant Needs in Less Coumonly Taught Languages

Appendix C COURSE REPORT .

Instructions: Please complete a separate Course Report form for esch course in & less commonly taught language
that you have besn tmaching in the curreat (1981-82) school year.

1. TITLE OF COURSE.

2. LANGUAGE. (1f not included in title)

3. TYPE OF COURSE. Please check one of the following and supply additional information if indicated.
( ) Beginning = introdusctory course intended for students having no prior study of or exposure to the language

( ) Intermediste = follow—on course for students who have &cquired the rudiments of the language via the
begloning course or squivalent outside study/exposure

( ) Advanced = "beyond-intermediaste” course aimed at further increasing student skills in listening, speaking,
reading, or writing the language (e.g., composition and conversation course)

( ) Literaturs = course that may involve some proficiency-oriented instruction mut is primarily intended to
davelop student knowledge and appreciation of literary works in the language

( ) Special-Purpose = course intended to ceach the language for a specific scademic, business, or personal
application (e.g., "Ching documents,” "language for airline personnel,” “language for travel abroad,”
etc.) Please give a hrief description of this course on the lines below.

( ) Other = course that does not fit adequately into any of the preceding categories. Pleaase give a brief
description of this course on the lines below.

&

4, TOTAL CONTACT HOURS. Please give the total number of classroom contact hours for the entire course.

total contact hrs.
5« COURSE ACTIVITIES. Please givn‘the number of hours per week devoted to aach of the following course activi-
ties. If none, write "0". ) .
Group classroom contact with instruttor
Group claasroonm contact with native speakers or resource persons other than instructor
Individual tutorial or other formally scheduled one-to-one contact with inatructor

Individual tutorial or other formally scheduled one—~to~one contact with native speakers or resource
persons other than instructor

————

Required language laboratory attendance

Optional language laboratory attendance (Please estimate average weekly use by a typical student.)

e

Other formally scheduled lesrning activicies (please describe)

C-i~ -
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| 6. TEXTBOOK. Please give the title, edition, publisher, and date of publication of the primary textbook (if any)
used in this course. If a basic textbook is not used, please write "mone” and describe, instead, the materials
that carry the major teaching burden in the course.

ny

How would you rate the overall quality of the above as a teaching device in the specific context of your own course?

( ) Excellent - ( ) Good ( ) Fair ( ) Poor. Please describe briefly those aspects of the

@

text (or other materials) that result in this Judgment.

7. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS. In addition to the textbook or other basic instructional materials listed above, do
studeats in your course use any published supplementary materials (e.g., reference grammars, additional
reading texts, English/target-language or target-language/English dictionaries, pronunciation guides, etc.?

( ) Yes ( ) No. If “yes,™ please supply titles and publication information below. Overall quality

ratings and brief comments about these materials would alsc be helpful.

Title, Publication Information . Excel. Good Fair Poor

Comments? _
) Cy )y ) <)

Comments?
Cy ) ) ¢

Comments?

8. AUDIOTAPES. Of the following, please check all that apply.
( ) No audiotapes (including reel-to-reel or cassette tapes) are used in conjuanction with this course. 5

{ ) Audiotapes provided by the textbook publisher and designed to closely coordinate with the printed text-
book are used in the course, Please identify title, publisher, etc. below.

&

* ( ) Audiotapes provided by a commercial publisher but not specifically coordinated with tite rexthbook ’ "L
msterials are used. Please identify title, publisher, etc. balow.

( ) Locally-prepared audiotapes are used. Pleass describe briefly below.

C-2-
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9. OTHER AUDIOVISUAL MATERIALS. Please identify below any audiovisual materials or alds cther than audiocapes
that are used in the course an & regular basis, including videotapes, movies, slides/filmsctrips, or other
A~V materials. For each, please supply publication information and a briei description of their use in
the coursa. o . .

h=2

*

* o 2 .

e

-

10. COMPUTER USE. Do students work with a computer in any way in connection with.cheir study for chis course? .

Y

( ) Yes ( ) No. If "yes,” please describe.

I'ed

@

11. INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES. Please indicate the relative importance of each of the following insttuctional
objectives for the particular course being described. (Check one box for each item.) :

Of Great Quite  Of Some Of Litcle or
Ob jective Importance  Important Imporctance No Importance
. — v — =
Development of listening comprehension skill ¢ S0 . ) ¢ ) .
Development of speaking skill ¢ D R « ). .
Development of orthographic skills ) QD R G (G i
Development of reading proficiency ¢« ¢ > Q ) 0
Developmant .of general writing abilicy ) O ¢ ¢ ) =
Familiaricy wicth and appreciation of important classical i ¢ ) .
literary works in cthe language . ( /}é - C) . ) )
Familfarity with and appreciation of contemporary d . .
licerary works in the language (o) ¢ ) e ) )
' - ' ¢
Knowledge of the civilizacion and 'formal culture of che e ) : s
target language country(ies) . ) « ) . « ) « D L0
Knowledge of the informal ("way~of~life”) culture of the i ) o i
target language country(ies) « ) ) ¢.) () e T
Other (describe) SN ¢ (G « ¢ ® -
I
y !
V- .

12. ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES. What procedures are used to test student attainment of the course objectives? (Please
check "yes” or "no” for each item below.) » v ‘ ‘

Yes No N
¢ )y ) General observation of student performance during the course »

b3 n
{ ) ¢ ) Paper—and-pencil quizzes prepared by the instructor '

« ) ¢ ) End~of~term written examination prepared independencly by che %ndividual inscructor

¢ ) ¢ ) End—of—-term written examinacion prepared on a department-wide basis (or by 1ndividual
inscructors following a specified departmenc-wide model)

.~

« ) « ) "Textbook tests” published a$ part of the textbook or ctexcbook package

Q / C—3_ )
. PLEASE TURN THE PAGE.
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Yes No

«C ) ) Externally-prepared standardized test

)y ) A tast of knowledge of and/or sensitivity to the customs and culture of the foreign language

country

) ¢.) Face-to-face speaking proficiency interview such as the Foreign Service Institute (FSI)~type
’ interview or other formalized conversation—based test )

)y ) A speakihg test in which the student records his or her responses on tape

« ) « ) A test of listening comprehension, in which the studeant mst indicate comprehen&ion of the

target language as spoken by the instryctor or glven on a tape recording .

« ) « ) Other testing procedure (please describe)

13. NEEDED INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS. What is the greatest current need that you have with regard to suitable and
effective instructional materials for this course? Please identify the type of material needed (e.g., basic text—
book, reference grammar, supplementary reading texts, audlotapes, dictionaries, cultural materials, pronunciation
guides, etc.) and indicate the specific characteristics that such material should have in order to Be most usaful

to you. (Please append a supplementary page if needed.)

~

{M
hil o ~

L4. OTHER INFORMATION. Please use the lines below and/or a supplementary page to provide any further comments
about this course that would help to describe its objectives, teaching techniques, assessment procedures, teaching

materials or materials needs, or to glve any other information relevant to the project.

YOUR LAST NAME (for checking receipt of materials only)

Please return this and any other Course Report forms, together with the Questionnaire for Inetructors form, to:

Less Commonly Taught Languages Survey, Center for Applied Linguistics, 3520 Prospect Street NW, Washington, D.C. 20007

C-4
Thank you very much for your assistance!
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Appendix D ' s

| i LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR BUSINESS CORPORATIONS

Instructions: We would very much appreciate your answers to the following questions concerning the way or ‘
ways In which your organization sakes foraign language learning opportunities available to wmembers of your staff
who will need to use languages other than English in their work either in the United States or abroad.

1f your organization doas not currently have any foreign language learning arrangements for its staff,
please check the box below and return the quescionnaire to us at the address shown at the end of the questionnaire.

( ) This company doss not currantly have any language learning arraangements for ics staff.

If another person or office would be in a better positicn to reply to the quastionnaire, we would appre-
ciats it if you would forward it, together with the explanatory cover memo, to the office/individual more directly
concerned with the language training activicies. —~

This questionnaire is divided into sections according to the type of language training involved, and you
will oeed to respond only to those sections that apply to your organization. A description of thase
sections, and the question numbars included in each section, are shown below:

BACKGROUND QUESTIONS (Quutioni “l=5)mwwmgpplicable regardless of Cyps of language learaning arrangemants

( ) IN-HOUSE LANGUAGE TRAINING (Questicns 6~10)m==the organization icself provides the language training
through a formal “in—housa” program taught by a permanent part-time or full-time staff

( ) OUTSIDE~AGENCY TRAINING (Questions 1ll-l4)=w=che organizacion hires the services of an cutside
propristary language teaching agency, such as Berlicz, Inlingua, etc. to conduct the training program

( ) OUTSIDE ACADEMIC TRAINING (Question 15)=m=the organizaction has an -arrangement with one or mors colleges
or universities to offer language training to employesas s
( ) INDIVIDUAL PRIVATE TUTORING (Questions l6~18)=mmthe organization reimburses the colg of individual
private tutors (other than propriacary school tutors) for particular employees needing language

training
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (Quastion l9)ww=epplicable regardless of typs of language learning arrangements
On the list above, pleass place a check mark opposite any section(s) that apply to your company and then

answer the individual questions below for that saction or sections, as well as the "Background Questions”™ and
“Additional Information” quastion below.

[ BACKGROUND QUESTIONS | (for all respondaents)

1. What types of employeas are eligible for foreign language trainiag? (Chack all that apply.)

{ ) Employsas wtio have or will be given a duty assignment in a non-English~speaking country

( ) Employees working in the United States who will osed to use 2 language other than English in connection
with their U.S.~based jobs ‘

( ) Employses based in the U.S. but having frequent travel commitments abrosd

( ) Employsss who express an interest in learning a foreign language, vhethar or not their werk is expected to
involve foreign language usa

Additional information or comments on this question?

2. Are thare any guidelines coucerning the particular job positions that eaployees must hold in order to receive
foraign language training (for example, only higher-level managers, only "carear” employees, ouly secretaries
or other support staff in direct daily contact with speskers of the language, etc.)? ’

( ) Yes ( ) Noe If "yes,” please describa these guidelines.

3. Is explicit instruction in the culture and cusctoms of the foreign country a formal ‘part of the language
training activities?

( ) Yeas ( ) No. If "yes,” how is this instruction incorporated into the training program?

o ' S

ERIC : | LR WRY

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




4. Where are the language training asctivities carried out? (Check one.)
¢ ) only o the United States
{( ) Only in the foreign country(ies) involved

{ ) In both the U.S. and the foreign country(ies)

additionsl comments on this question?

5. Please list the foreign languages (any modern language other than English) for which your organizacion provides
language learning opportunities through any of the procedures checked above (in-house training, outside
agency training, oucside academic training, or individual privace tucoring). In addicion to the commonly
taught languages such as French, Gegpan, Spanish, etc., we are especially incerested’ in training in the less
commonly taught foreign langusges s h as Japanese, Arabic, Urdu, etc., %0 please lisc any such languages
that may apply, as well as the more commonly taught languages.

3

i IN-HOUSE LANGUAGE TRALNING |

6. Which of the following besc describes tha language instructors in the in=house training program? (Check one.)

( ) They are current or forumer teachers of the language in an academic context (i.e., secondary school,
college, or umiversity language teachers). .

.

( ) They are speakers of the language who for the most part do oot have prior cxpcriince in teaching the
language (for example, regular company sctaff who are nacive speakers of, or highly proficient in, the
language buc who were originally hired for some other function).

Additional information on imstructor background or qualificactions?

7. Which of the following besc describes the language teaching waterials used in the training program? (Check one. )

¢( ) They are wholly or primarily regular academic ms:irials (i.e., textbooks, tapes, etc. published for sacon-
dary school or college use), not specifically for use in “business language” training. .

( ) They are designed to teach the language for general business-related pﬁrposcl (for example, "Fremch for
. secretaries,” "Arabic for sales personnel”), but are oot designed specifically for your compaay.

( ) They are prepared sgacificallz for your conganz's training program, and emphasize cthe particular kinds of
language~use situations that your company's employees will De encountering in their work.
( ) They combine both regular academic materizls wich supplementary workbooks or other meterials that apply

specifically to the company's language needs.

additional information concerning the teaching materials?

8. Pleasa check “yes” or "no” for each of the following. The in—~house language training program includes:

fes Mo -

) ( ) Group classroom contact with professional instructor.

(¢ ) ( ) Group classroom contact with native speakers or resource pe&rsons other than 1nstructor.
(¢ ) ¢ ) Ind;vidpnl tutorial or other formally scheduled one-=to=one contact with instructor.

) Individual tutorial or ocher formally scheduled one-to-one coutict with native speakers or
resource persons other thap instructor.
' . D-2
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Yas No

( .) ( ) Required languaggllabora:ory ac:endance;'

¢ ) ¢ ) Optional language laboratory attendance. °

¢ ) ¢ ) Commercially-published audiotapes closely coordinated with the printed training materials.

) (G Connorcially-publishc& audiotapes not specifically coordiuace& with the printed training macerials.
() ¢ ) Locally-prepared audiotapes. | . .
¢ ) (G ‘Vidlo:apon.

(G ( ) Movies.

¢ ) ( ) Slides/filmscrips.

¢ ) ( ) Other audiovisual oaterials.

(G ) Student use of a computer in connection with study for the course.

For any "yas" ansvers, especially for the lasc six iteas ("locally prepared audiotapes” through "student
use of a computer”), please provide any additional relevant information below.

9., What 1s cthe greatest current need that you have with regard Co suitable and effective inscructional materials
for the lo-houas lLanguage teaching program? Please identify the type of matarial needed (e.g., basic textbook,
refersnce gramsar, supplemeocary reading texts, awliotapee, dictionaries, exercises specifically related to
business language, cultural oaterials, proaunciation guidee, etc.) and indicate the specific characteristics
that such material should have in order to be mosec useful to you. (Please append a. supplementary page if
needed.) -

10. Through what tests or othér neans is student achievement in the in~house ctraining prograam determined?

{ OUTSIDE-AGENCY IRALINING

1l1. With which outside proprietary agency(ies) (Berlitz, inlingua, etc.) do you contract for language ciaining?

-

12. Which of the following best describes che language Cteaching materials used? (Check one.)

I3 N

{ ) They are regular textbooks of other materials which the training agency also uses for their craLning
: programs with other clients (i.a., not specifically prepared for your coapany training program) .

( ) They are marerials prepared aspecially for your company's training program, and concentrate on the specific
kinds of language situations chat eaployees in your company will be encountering in theic work. o

PLEASE TURN THE 2a62.
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13. Through whac tests or other means is student achievement in che contracced training program decermined?

L+. Jther comments or information concerning the contractei language training. program (how long used, om what
basis selectad, degres of satisfaccion with program, suggescions for improvement, etc.).

,_OUTSIDE ACADEMIC TRAINING :

1S. Plesse identify the colleges, universities; or ocher academic inscicutions which provide language training
for your compsny and indicace the language(s) taught. : : .

Inscitucion ' Locacion *  Language(s) Taught
“INGIVISUAL PEIVATE TUTORING | (other than propriscary school imstruccion) .

l6. How ars arrangements made for privatas language tuctoring of employees (for exampla, each eaployea tesponsible
for finding his or her own tucor, a lisc of qualified tucors kapt by the cowmpany, company icself locacas cha

tutors on tsquast, ectc.)?

17. Who detsrmines what textbooks or cther ascsrials will be used by che cucors (for example, che ctuctors Chas—~
selves, the tucors following certain company guidelines, the compeny icself, ecc.)?

«

Y

18. Through what tests Or ocher neans is sf;udnp: achiuvmm;‘ in che tugorial program dectermined?

ADDITIONAL LNFORMATION ; (for all respondents)

19. Please give below or on a separate sheet any ocher ilnformacion about the language training acctivities of your
company that are not adequately covered in the precading quescions. :

.

(For checking of ceturns onlyr) Name , Organizacion

Pleaase ceturn to: Lass Commouly Taughc Lah;uages Survey, Center foc Applied Linguiscics, 3520 Prospect Scrsec N.d.,
wasatagcon, 0.C. 20007. {Tel. 202/298-9292) Thank vou very zuch for vour assiscance! .

o
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Appendix E

Center for
Applisd
Linguistics ' , April 1982

Memorandum for: Chairpersons of Departments or Administrative Heads in the
Less Commonly Taught Languages

Subject: Request for Assistance in Survey of Teaching Materials Needs

Our purpose in writing you is to request your assistance in what we feel is
a very important project for those concerned with the teaching of the less com-
monly taught languages in the United States. As you may be aware  from other
sources, the Center for Applied Lingustics (CAL) has recently been awarded
funding through the Division of International Education of the U.S. Department .
of Education to conduct a survey of teaching materials needs in the less. com-
monly taught (LCT) languages, which for purposes of the survey are defined as all
current world languages other than English, French, German, Italian, and Spanish.

A major purpose of the survey is to determine the nature, availability, and
extent of use of textbooks, reference grammars, audiovisual aids, and other
instructional materials used in teaching less commonly taught languages in the
United States. We will also attempt to identify and bring to attention the lack
of, or shortcomings that may exist in, available teaching materials in a par-
ticular language. Results of the survey will be reported to the Department of
Education, and the data provided may be expected to play a major role in the
Department's programmatic planning over the next three to five years. Because
of the potential importance of the survey to your language area, we hope that
you will be willing to assist us in this effort.

Two types of data gathering activities are being carried out with respect
to language programs at academic institutions (a separate survey is being con-
ducted of business organizations engaged in language instruction). First,
department chaigpeisons in colleges and universities at which less commonly
taught languages are taught are being asked to provide certain basic items of
information about the language programs at their institution (total number of
courses taught, enrollments, etc.) and to give their perspectives on materials
development needs across languages and courses taught. Second, individual
instructors at the participating institutions are being asked to provide fairly
detailed information about the specific courses they- are teaching, with special
attention to the nature of the course and its objectives, the instructional
materials used and, importantly, their judgments about instructional materials
that need to be developed for these courses. It is felt that, in addition to
the types of informat;pn that can be fairly easily provided by the department
chairpersons or administrative heads, the further input of the course instruc-
tors themselves will constitute a very important sog&ce of data for the project.

We hope very much that you will be willing to assist us in these efforts by
(1) completing and returning to us the enclosed "Onestionnaire for Department
Chairpersons" and (2) distributing, to instructors who have been currently

teaching (1981-82) one or more LCT language courses in your department, the

explanatory materials and survey forms also included in this package, with the
request that they complete these materials and return them directly to us at the
project office.
' (OVER)
E-1
3520 Prospect Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20007 (202) 298-9292 Cable: CENTAPLING Telex: 892773
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The instructor-addressed materials include multiple copies of: a memorandum
describing the project, a short "Ouestionnaire for Instructors," and a somewhat
more detailed "Course Report" form which instructors are asked to complete for
the specific courses they.have been currently teaching (1981-92) in an LCT
language. Although the latter may appear to be quite bit of "paper," our
experience has been that each course report form can be completed within a few
minutes, and that the separate forms are easier to work with than a combined
questionnaire on which more than one course would need to be dealt with simulta-
neously. . . S

Because of the variation- in numbers of instructors and courses taught
across institutions, we have had to to select a single standardized number of
instructor-addressed forms to include with each institutional package, specifi-
cally,. five each of the memorandum for instructors and instructor’ questionnaire
forms and ten of the course report form. For the larger institutions at which
this number may not be sufficient, we hope that it will be poésible for addi-
tional copies to be xeroxed locally as needed. * If this cannot be done, we will
forward additional copies immediately on telephone request to (202) 298-9292,

The instructor-addressed materials are "stand-alone” in the sense that all
relevant information is provided in the memorandum and on the forms themselves.
However, if in” distributing these materials .you would be willing to provide a '
short cover note (or verbal message) in support of this data gathering effort,
this would, we believe, be an important adcdittional reinforcement of the value
and significance of the survey.

For purposes of the survey, an *instructor" should be considered anyone
having primary responsibility for teaching a class group. Native speakers
who provide additional language practice or other "resource persons" beyond the
reqular teacher would not be considered "instructors" in this regard. As indi-
cated in the memorandum for instructors, all project data will be tabulated and
analyzed on a basis that will not identify individual respondents or institu-
tions. However, respondent names and institutional affiliations are requésted
on the forms solely as a means of verifying receipt of the distributed
materials. < S -

The target date for return of the survey materials is May 15, 1982, and we
hope that it will be possible for you and your departmental colleagues to work .
within this general time frame. If you have any questions concerning the pro-
ject or if any other assistance is needed, please contact us directly at (202)
298-9292. : ’

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your
attention to and support in this project, which will help to guide the course of
materials development planning for the less commonly taught languages over the
next several years. Thank you again for your consideration of our request.

A -«
John L. D. Clark Dora E. Jolthson

Director Director

Foreign Language Education Office of Communication and

Project Director . Publications
Co-Project Director




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Appendix F

Center for )

Applled
Linguistics
April 1982

Memorandum for: Instructors Teaching Courses in Less Commonly Taught Languages

L2 . in U.S. Colleges and Universities

Subjéct:' Survey of Teaching Materials Needs

As you may be aware from other sources, the Center for Applied Linguistics
(CAL) has recently been awarded funding through the Division of International
Education of the U.S. Department of Education to conduct a survey of teaching
materials needs in less commonly taught languages (defined for purposes of the
survey as all current world languages other than English, French, German,
Italian, and Spanish).

A major purpose of the survey is to determine the nature, availability, and
extént of use of textbooks, reference grammars, .audiovisual aids, and other
instructional materials used in teaching less commonly taught languages in the
United States and, by the same token, to bring attention to any major lack or
shortcomings that may exist for teaching materials in a particular language.
Results of the survey will be reported to the Department of Education, and the
data provided may be expected to be a substantial component in the Department's
programmatic planning over the near and mid-term future. Because of the impor-
tance of :the survey to the uncommonly taught languages field, we hope that you

will be willing and able to assist us in the data gathering process. N

For academic institutions (a separate survey is being conducted of business
organizations engaged in language instruction), two types of data gathering
activities are being carried out. First, department chairpersons in colleges
and universities at which less commonly taught languages are offered are being
asked to provide a number of basic items of information about the language
programs at their institution (total number of courses taught, enrollments,
etc.) Second, and even more closely rzlevant to the fundamental goals of the
project, individual instructors at the participating institutions are being
asked to provide fairly detailed information about the specific courses that
they are teaching, with special attention -to the nature of the course and its
objectives, the instructional materials used and, Very importantly, their
judgments about instructional materials that need to be developed within the
context of these courses.

The department chairperson at your‘institution has agreed to participate in
the study and, at our request, is circulating the relevant survey materials to
you and other instructors within the department who are currently teaching one
or more courses in the less commonly taught languages. We hope very much that
you will be willing to assist us in this 'project by (1) answering the few
background questions on the enclosed "Ouestionnaire for Instructors" and (2%..;
completing a somewhat more detailed "Course Report" for the specific course(s)
that you have been currently teaching (i.e., during the 1981-82 academic year)
in a less commonly taught language. .

(OVER) '

F-1 .
, - .
3520 Prospect Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20(}07 (202) 298-9292 Cable: CENTAPLING Telex: 892773
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Individual copies of the Course Report form have been provided for each separate
course, ié opposed to a single form on which all courses taught would be com-
bined. lthough this would appear to be quite a bit of "paper," our experience
has been that each report can be completed in only a few minutes, and that the
separate-form approach is much easier to work with than a combined qguestionnaire.

This memorandum, the Questionnaire for Instructors, and the individual
Course Report forms may be xeroxed if additional copies are needed or if you
would like to keep a record for your own files.

Your name and institutional identification’are requested on the
Questionnaire for Instructors (and last name on the Course Report form) simply
as a check on the distribution and receipt of the questionnaire materials. All
project data will be analyzed and reported on a group basis that will not iden-
"tify‘either individual instructors or institutions. ,

The completed "Questionnaire for Instructors" and Course Report form(s) for
courses that you have been currently teaching (1981-82) should be mailed
directly to the project office at the address below:

Less Commonly Taught Languages Survey
Center for Applied Linguiﬁtics

3520 Prospect Street N.W.

washington, D.C. 20007

. Target date for return of the survey materials is May 15, 1982. ‘ Howevar,
if you are able to return the completed forms prior to this date, this would be

very helpful.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your
attention to and assistance in this important project, which will help to guide
the course of materials development planning for the less commonly taught
languages over the next several years. If you would like any additional infor-

“mation concerning the project or if any other assistance is needed, please con-
tact us directly at (202) 298-9292. Thank §ou'again for your consideration in
this matter.

Z Dbt

John L. D. Clark

Dora E. Johnson

Director :
Foreign Language Education
Project Director

Director
Office of Communication and
Publications

Co-Project Director

Enclosures: .
'~ guestionndire for Instructors

Course Report Form(s)
Return mailing label

F"Z 11“1
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. INSTITUTION

American Graduate School of
International Managemant (Q)
Arabic

Amarican River Collni.

Amarican Unlvnrlicy
Russian

Amherst Collage
Russian

Antioch College

Arizona State Universicy
Japanesa

Baylor Universicy
Japanese

Bellevue Community College (O)
Arabic

Beloic College
Hebrew
Japanese

Boise State Universicy

m-mncugj,

Boston Universicy
Bambara
Cacalan
Hausa
Lingala
_Sncawnnn
Shona
Swahili
Twi
Ycruba
Zulu

A g B e e

Brigham Young Universicy,
Hawaii Campus

Chinese 1 2
Japanase 2 4
Tcngan 1

Brigham Young Univeraicy
Ucah Caspus

Japanese

Brown University
Japanase
Russian

Bryn Mawr
Russian

California Inscituce of
lncegral Studies
Chinese

California State Universicy,
Domingues Hills
Japanese

California State Univarsicy,
Fresno (0)
Portuguese

California Stace Universicy,
Fullecton

Arabic

Greek .

liebrew

Ll ol

California State Universicy,
Long Beach
Russian

California State Universicy,
Los Angeles

Central Michigan Universicty
Russian

Chamninade Universicy
of Henolulu

Japanese

FOOTNOTE:

reports received.

Number of Chairpersons responding = 1,
0 = ¥o Chairpersons responded.

2 or more = Rasponses from more than one
If ouly inscitucion listed = Rasponse Treceive

Appnndii G

RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS AND LANGUAGES REPRESENTED

INSTITUTION

COURSE
REPORT

Chestout HLil College (0)
" Russian

1

Cicy College of San Francisco
Gaelic

Cicy Universicty of New York,
Baruch College

Cicy University of New York,
Graduate Center

Arabic

Dutch

Norwegian

Japanese

e

o

Clark College
Japanese

Clarkson Collage of chhnology
Russian

Cleveland State Universicty (0)
Portuguase

College or San Mateo

College of che loly Cross
Russian

Colorado School of Mines
Russian

2

Colorado State University

Columbia Universicy (2)
Finnish
Hebrew
Hungarian
Turkish

— -

~ -

— ™

. Cornell Universicy

Burmese

Cambodian

Japanese

Macedonian

Poclish .
Serbo~Croacian

Thai

Vietnamesse

el i i el R ]

N A Y )

L%

Corning Community College
Greak
Russian

—

Dartmouth College
Russian

De Anza Collage
Hebrew,
Mandarin

Depauw Universicy (0)
Russian

Drew Univarsicy
Russiin

Duka University (0)
Axabic
Japanese

Earlham Colluge
Japanese

* Eden Theological Snuinnry (0)

Arabic

Edinboro’ State Coilege

Emporia State Univarsicy
Russian

Fairleigh Dickinson Universicy
Russian

Ferrus CoIia‘!ﬁ
Florida lostitute of Technology
Russian

Fordham Universicy

3

TFullerton College

department within the instcitutione.
d, from Chlirpnrson only.

1}0‘

No instructor oOr course

wiless noted in parentheses following name of inscicucion.




INSTITUTION INSTR. COURSE

QUEST. REPORT

INSTITUTION ' INSTR. COURSE
QUEST. REPORT

Gaorgla Insticute of technology Macalester College

Russian 1 Chinese 1 1
Georgetown Universicy Porcuguase * 1 1
Porcuguese 4 6 Marymount Collsge
Yietnamese 3 Mary washington College
George Washington Universicy Russian 4
Russian : 2 2 Wiani University of Ohio
Graca Bible College Chinase i 4
Hebraew 1 Japanese 1 4
Barvard Universicy (2) Michigan Stacte Universicy (2)
 Bulgarian i Amharic 1
Chinesa 5 10 Arabic 1
Japanese 3 4 Bambara 2
Korean 2 3 Chichewa 1 1
Manchu 1 i Fulfulde 8 2
¥Mongolian 1 1 Hausa 3
Polish 3 2 Portuguese 3 .
Russian 3 3 Shona L 3 )
Ukrainian i 1 Swahili . 1 2
Vietnamese L L ’iddlebury College (3)
Hollins College (0) > Japanese 5 5
Holyoke Communicy Gollege < Russian 2 4
Russisn 3 1 Moncersy Instituse of lncar=-
Indiana Usiversicy (2) national Scudies
Bambara i 3 Chinese 1 1
Chichewa : 1 Japanese 1 7
Chinese i 3 Russian 1 1
Estonian 1 Monterey Peninaula College (0O)
Hausa . 1 z Japanese 1
Hungarian . i 2 lount San Antonio College
Japanase - 3 3 Chinese 2
Korean 1 Mundelein Collage
Mongolian Lo Chinese i i
. Russian 2 2 Japanese 1 }
Serbo-Croatian i 3 Murray Scace Universicy
Shona 3 2 Russian 1 1
Swahili 1 1 Muskingum College
Tatar i i Russian 2 1
Tibetan i i Nebraska Wesleyan Universicy . !
Turkish 2 3 Russian 1
Uzbek i 1 New Maxico State Universicy,
Waa Kos L Universicy Park
Yoruba 1 1 Portuguese L L
Zulu 1 Russian 1 1
Indiana Universicy of Pennsylvania New York Uailversicy
Towa State University Northern Arizona Ualiversity
James Yadison Universicy (0O) Northern Illinois Universicy
Russian i Indonesian 1 4
John Carroll Universicy Lao 1 2
Russian 1 4 Portuguese L L
Juniata College Thai 1 3
Russian 3 3 North Seattle Community College
Kalamazoo Ccllege (0) Chinese 3
Chinese 1 1 Northwestern Universicy {0)
Finnish 1 Akan i 13
Japaness 1 Arabic 1 3
Kansas State Univarsicy Hebrew 1 1
Hindi-Urda 1 1 Japanesa 2 2
Kent State Universicy (2) Nyingas Inscitute
Russian 2 2 Oberlin College (0)
Kings Collega Chinese 1 i
Russian 1 1 Japanese 1
Kutztown State College Occidental Collegs
Russian 2 1 Japanese 1 8
Lehigh Uaiversicy (0) Russian L
Hebrew 1 2 Ohio Univeraicy
Linfield College (0) Chinese 1 i
Japanese L 3 Indonasian 1 3
Loras College (0) Ohio Stace Univarsicy (3)
Chinese 3 Arabic 1
Los angeles Cicty College Chinese 2 3
Loyola Universicy Japanese 2 3
Russian 1 Romanian ! 2
Russian . 1 7
slovanian 1
(€] . ' :
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INSTR.
QUEST.

COURSE
REPORT

| Uklahoma State University (Q)°
Chinase
Japanase .

1
1

| 0ld Dominion Unilversity
Russian

1

Pace University

Pacific Universitcy (0)
Portuguese

Pasadena City College
.Chinese ¥
Japanese

Pennsylvania State Universicy (0)
. Japaness

Pensacola Junior Collegs
Hebrew
Russian

Pomona College
Chinese
Hebrew

-

W W

Portland State Universicy
Arablc
Danish
Flanish
Hebrew
Hungsrian
Japanesa
Norweglan
Persian
Portuguese
Romanian,
Russian
Serbo-Croatian
Swahili
Turkish

Ll " B el o = I S Y

-

-
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Presbyterian College
Swedish

-

Princaton University
Arabic
Chinese
Hebrew
Japanese
Russisa

- e

NS

Providence College (U)
Russian

Purdus University, Fort Wayne (0)
Dutch

Randolph-Macon Women's College
Russian

Ripon College
Japanesse

Ri0 Hondo College
Russian

Rollins College
Portuguese
Russian

-

Rutgers Uaiversity
Chinese
Japanase
Serbo-Croatian
Russiaan

T 13 o=

Sacred deart University
Japansse
Lithuaniaa
Polish

-

INSTITUTLION

INSTR.
QUEST.

COURSE
REPORT

Seminole Community College (0Q)
Russian

i

School for Lngernational Training,
Experiment in International Living
Chinese
Gujaraci
Portuguese

Smith College (0)
Czech

Southwestern at VAmphis
Arabic
Chinese

-

Stanford University (4)
Cantonesa
Chinese
Czach
Japanese
- Norwegian

-

-

R N R

State University of New York
Center at Albany
Finnish

Scata University of New York
Center at Biaghamton
Chinesa
Dutch
Swedish

-

State Univarsicy of New York
College at Brockport
Chinese
Hebrew

-

-

Stats University of New York
College at Buffalo (0)
Russian

State Unlversity of New York
College at Cortland

Stace University of New York
College at Uneonta

Heabrew

Polish

Russian

-

State University of New York
Collsge at New Psltz
Heabrevw
Polish
Russian
Yiddish

- e

1~

State Univarsicy of New York
Center at Stony Brook (0)
Paolish
Russian

Swarthmore College
Russian

Syrscuse Universicy (2)
Bulgarian
Polish
Russian
Ukrainian

Temple Uniwgrsity
Chinul:“

Taxas Chriscian University
Russian .

Saddleback Communirty College

Towson State University
Chinese
Japanese

Saint Ansela's College
Russian

Trinity Universicy (Texas)
Japanese

-

Saint lLawrence Universicy
Russian

Saint Louis Community College
at Forest Psrk

3aint Olar College (O)
Norweglan

United States Alr Force Academy
Arabic
Chinese
Japanase
Russian

oo
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United 3taces Military Acadamy,
West Point

Arabic

Chinese

Portugueee

Russian

[ I P

N o= N

Taiversity of Alabama
Chinese
Japanese
Russian

o

University Of Alaska, Fairbanks

University of Arkanses at
Fayettaville
Greek
Portuguese -
Russian

University of Arkansas at
Little Hock
Portuguese

University of California,

Berkeley (5)

Bulgarian
Chinese
GCzech
Japanese
Korean
Norwegian
Pall
Romanian
Russian
Serbe-Croatian
Swadish~

e WP

— W

-

-0

University of Califormia,
Los Angeles (4)
Bambara
Chinese

Gzech
Hausa
Japanese
Setswana
Swahili
Yoruba
Zulu

B ot B W D

[« T S I A

-

University of California,
Riverside

Chinese

Japanese

portuguese

University of Californtia,
San Diego (DIRECTED STUDY)
Russian

University o: California,
Santa Barbara (2)
Chinese
Creole
Hebrew
Russian

—

23

University ot central rlorida (0)
Russian

—

University of Chicago (2)

Arabice

Hindi

Oriya

Persian

Tamil

Turkish

Urdu

Uzbek

I

Ll ol o
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University of Cincinnaci:
Raymond Waiters College
Chinase

University of Colorado (Boulder)
Russian

University of Delaware
Greek
Russian

1
L

University of Florida

University of Georgla
Danish
Dutch
Russian
‘Swedish

-

Univarsity of Guam

University of Hawaii at Manos
Balinese
Burnese
Cambodian
Chamorro
Ilokano
Japanese
Lao
Maori
Marquesian
Portuguese
Russian
Samoan
Tagalog
Tahitian
Thai

P N e ol

-
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University of Illinais at
Urbena~Champaign
Burnese
Polish
Russian
Serbo~Croatian

(il s

[ SRy

Tniversity of lowa (2)
Chinese
Japanese
Russian

University of Kansas (2)
Chinese
Ipilt
Japaneee
Korean

-

Universicy of Maryland, College Park
Chiness
Japanesa

(&)

&

Universicy of Michigan (3)
Chinese
Hind1l
Hindi-Urdu
Japanese !
Marathi
Persian
Tibetan
Turkish

& o

e

[ IR S Y

Universicy of Minnesota, Duluch (2)
Japanese
Russian

—

University of Mlnnesota,
Minnespolis ( 0)
Irish

—

University of dissouri, Columbia
Greek
Japanese
Russian

& oy

University of ‘.ssouri, Rolla
Russian

w

Universicy of Nebrzska, Lincola
Chinese
Czech
Japanese
Russian

i

[

v

Universicy of Nevada, Las Vegas
Chinese

>

University of New Mexico

1°




INSTR.

INSTITUTION INSTR. COURSE INSTITUTION COURSE
QUEST. REPORT QUEST. REPORT
University of North Carolina ac Universicy of Wisconsin, mdi-on (4) .
Chapel Hill Bambara 1
Chinese 5 - 1 2 Czach 1 1
Japanase 1 1 Hausa < 1 2
Polish \ 1 1 , Indonssian ! .- 1 3
Runuﬂc 1 1 " Krio ’ 1 1
University &f North Carolina ax Norwegian 1 1’
Gnvsboro Russian 1 - 1
Russien . 3 Ssrbo-Croatian 1 1
-Oniversity of North Dakota Swahili . , 1 1
Univeraizy of Oregon Tamil ' 1 1
Chinase 2 2 Tslugu 1. 2
‘Japanase 2 3 Thai 1 3
Universicy of the Pacific & Urdu ‘1 2
Japansse 2 A University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee
! Gaiversity of Pennsylvania (2) Arasnian - > 1 1
Bengall 1 3 Polish 1 2
Gujaraci 1 Russian 1 1
Hindi 1 2 Serbo~Croactian 1 1
Hindi~Urdd ’ 1 University of Wisconsin, )
Japanase 1 2 Scsvens Point
Marachi 1 1 Virginia Commocwealth Universicy
Polish 1 1 Virginia Polytechnic Institute
Ruasian 1 1 and Stace Uoiversity E
Turkish 1 2 Russian 2 6
. Urdu 1 Unhin;eon St@__ﬁﬂ.v-ui:y :
University of Plccsburgh ) Chiness 1 !
Polish 1 2 . " Hindd 1
Univarsicy of Puerto Rico, ) Japanese 1
Aguadilia Washington Universicy
Portuguese 2 Russian | 3
. University of Puarto Rico, Chiness 2 1
Rio Piedras (0) ~ Japaness: 2 3
Portuguese 2 Wayns Stacs Universicy
University of Richmond _Arsanian 1 1
. University of Rochescer (O) Wsalsyan Universicy .
Japsnese 1 1 Chiness 2 2
Universicy of South Carolina, Japanese 2 5
Columbia Westarn lllinois Univuut:y (0)
+ Chinese 1 2 Swahili 1
Greak 1 1 Wastern Michigan University B
. Japanese B 1 1 Arabic 1 2 '
Portuguase o b 2 Korean 1 2
University of Squch Florida Lactvian o 2 8
Arabic 1 1 West ‘Virginia Univnrsi:y
< Universicy of fenusasee at Xarvin Ruasian 1 2
. Portuguase 1 1 Wichita Stace Univeraicy N
Russian 1 1 il
Univarsity of Texas at Auactin (2) Wilkes Collegs
- Habraw ’ : ’ 1 1 Russian ! 1
Hindl - 1 1 Williama College
, Kannade 1 Rusaian ’ 2 4
Malayalam 1 1 Wiccenberg Universicy .
. Persian 1 1 Chinsse 1 &
Russian 1 1 Portuguess 1 2
Tamil 1 ‘ Wright Scate University
Tslugu 1 1 - Yale Universicy
Turkish 1 Chinsse 4 8
University of Texas at El Paso 2) - Indonesian 1 1
Japanase 1 1 Japansse 3 6
University of virginie (2) i
Chinese . 2
Persien - 2 6"
Ruseian 1 1
Toiversicy of washington (3) .
Arsbic 1
Sulgarian 1 1
Chindse i 2
Hindi 1 2
Polish ‘1 1
Romsnian 1 2
Ruasian 4 b
Thai 1 3
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Appendix H

oy :
Unguistits April 29, 1982

Memorandum for: Personnel Training Directors at Selected U.S. Corporations

Subject: Survey of Foreign Language Teaching Activities and
Materials Needs

A

/

/&e would like to ask your help in what we feel is a very important project
in tﬁe field of foreign language teaching; and one that could have a direct
positive influence on American business capabilities abroad. '

F

The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) has recently been awarded funding
through the Division of International Education of the U.S. Department of
Education to conduct a survey of teaching materials needs in the uncommonly
taught languges, including, for example, Chinese, Arabic, and Japanese.

As one component of the survey, we are attempting to determine (1) the
extent to which U.S. co;porations doing business abroad currently provide foreign ;
language training opportunities for their staff, and (2) what specific instruc-
tional materials or other types of support need to be developed to best serve
business-related language teaching activities.

In order to obtain the maximum possible usefulness from the business organ-
ization' survey, we are asking participating organizations to provide information
concerning language-learning arrangements for their staff in any modern foreign
_language, including the more commonly taught languages (for example, French,
German, and Spanish) as well as the less commonly taught languages such as those
mentioned above.

Your organization is one of approximately 100 leading U.S. corporations
that are being asked to participate in the survey, and we hope very much that
you will be willing to take the few minutes required to answer the questions on
the enclosed survey form.

If your organization does not currently have any foreign language teaching
arrangements for its staff, we would request that you so indicate by marking
the appropriate box in the "instructions" section and returning the questionnaire
to us at the address shown below. If some other person or office would be in a
better position to reply to the questionnaire, we would appreciate if if you
would forward it, together with this memo, to the office/individual more directly’
concerned with the language training activities.

Results of the survey will be tabulated and reported, on a summary basis
that will not identify the particular responses of any given organization, to
the Deparﬁﬁgﬁf of Education for use in its programmatic planning, and the
project report will also be made available to the responding organizations and
other interested perscns in the fall of 1982,

[

(OVER)
H-1
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Target date for return of the survey materials is May 20, 1982. However,
if you are able to return the completed questionnaire prior to this date; this
would be very helpful. ’ . '

»We would like to take this opportunity to thank you in advance for your
attention to and assistance in this important project, which will help to deter-

-mine” teaching materials needs and other programmatic aspects of foreign langquage

instruction in both academic and business-related contexts over the course of
the next several years. If you would like any additional’ information concerning

the project or if any other assistance is needed, please contact us directly at
(202) 298-9292., Thank you again for your consideration in this matter.

' John L. D. Clark Dora E. Johngén
Director, Foreign Language Director, Office of Communication
Education and Publications
Project Director Co-Project'Director
Enclosure:

Language Questionnaire for
Business Corporations
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Survey of Language Training Activities and Materials
for Less Commonly Taught Languages

Aggendix I ’ REPORT FORM ;

Instructions: Please complete a separate report form for each less-commonly-
taught language that is taught by your agency. ("Less commonly taught® languages
are all current world languages other than English, French, German, Italian, and
Spanish.) This form may be xeroxed if additional copies are needed. ’

1. LANGUAGE. Please give the language to which this report refers:

2. INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIYES. Please briefly describe the major proficiency
objective(s) toward -which instruction in this language is directed (for example:
real-time listening comprehension of radio broadcasts; speaking proficiency.at a
social "interaction level; reading comprehension of technical material in a spe-
cified subject area, etc.). If two or more distinctly different training
programs are offered in this language {(such that quite separate learning objec-
tives are involved), please use a separate report form for each program. NOTE:
if the requested information on instructional objectives is already available in
a departmental brochure, course catalog, or other publication, this material may
be appended instead:

I-1-




2., INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES. Please describe the basic characteristics of the
instructional program in this language (for example: classroom instruction;
classroom instryction supplemented by conversation practice with native-speaker
assistants; classroom instruction integrated with intensive language laboratory
exercises; programmed self-instruction using print and audio materials; interac=-
tive computer-based instruction; language immersion program; etc.).

»

3. CURRENTLY-USED TEXTBOOK. Please give the title, edition, publisher, and date
of publication of the primary text or text series that you use in teaching this
language. If a reqular text or text series is not used, please describe,
instead, the materials that carry the major teaching burden in the program.

4. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS. In addition to the textbook or other- basic instruc-
tional materials identified above, please describe any supplementary materials
(e.g., reference grammars, additional reading texts, audiovisual materials,
self-instructional exerecises, etc.) that play a significant role iq‘the instruc-

~ tional program. ‘

I -2-
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* 5, MATERIALS UNDER DEVELOPMENT. If your agency is currently in the précess of
developing or contracting for the development of new textbook materials or other
instructional media for this language, please briefly describe these materials

and give estimated date of availability.

s
v

6. NEEDED MATERIALS. Without regard to any information given in item 5 above,
what do you consider, the-greatest current need that your agency has with regard
to suitable and effective instructional materials for this language? Please
identify the type of material needed and the specific characteristics that such
material should have in order tc be most useful to your agency's teaching

program.

Name of person completing thls form and telephone contact (only for addi-
tional information/clarification if necessary): .

Tel. ( » ' )

Please return the completed form to by no later .than

« Thank you‘very.much‘;ar your assistancel
I-3 :
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Appendix J

’

TEXTBOOKS REPORIED AS CURRENTLY BEING USED, BY LANGUAGE

WESTERN EUROPEAN LANGUAGES/PIDGINS AND CREOLES

Text (Times * = Text mentioned only in course reports from
Code Mentioned) . - government institutions (CIA, DLI, FSI or NsA),
' not from other institutions.

.

Catalan (076)

0L ( 1) Anem—~hi Tots. 1981, Ramon Cavaller. Spain.

.Danish (029)

01.( 1) Moderne Danske Noveller 1I. 1972. Tingene. Copenhagen.

02 ( 1) The Way to Danish. 1976. Norlev and Kofoed. Copenhagen: Munksgdrd.
(First pub. 1959) S

03 * Danish: Elementary Grammar and Reader; 2nd rev. ed. 1979. E. Bredsdorff.
London: Cambridge University Press. .-

1

- 04 * lzr Dansk. 1977. Laursen, Budtz-Jg¢rgensen, eds. Copenhagen: Gjellerupe.

05 * Huset i Mellemgade. Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag.

Dutch (032) . : <
01 ( 1) Dutch. 1974. J.G. Wilmots. Belgium.

02 ( 1) Dutch Coursehlf'1980. F. Bulhof. Austin, TX: University of Texas at
,Austin. ’

03 ( 1) Introduction to Dufch: 1977. W.Z. Shetter. The Hague: M. Nijhoff. (First
pub. 1974.) * |

04 * Speak Dutch: An Audio-Lingual Course. 1974, W. Lagerwey. Grand Rapids,
MI: Calvin College and Amsterdam: Meulenhoff Educatief. (4th ed.)
Workbook. ' . ‘

.

05 * FSI Dutch Reader. 1975. Weinstein & DeBoeck. Washington, DC: fSL.

Finnish g031)

01 (_1) Suomea Suomeski. 1979, O. Nuutinen. Helsinki: Otava. .

02 ( 2) Finnish For Foreigners. 1963, Aaltio. Helsinki: Otava. (Rev. 8th ed.
1973-75)

03 % TFinnish Graded Reader. 1968. Bell & Koski. Washingtom, DC: FSI.

ERIC - 1=




Haitian Creole

0l * Basic Course in Haitian Creole. 1970. Valdman. Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press. ' ' '

-

Icelandic

01 * Icelandic in Easy Stages, I & II. pub. in Iceland.

~

02 * Icelandic: Readings, Grammar, Exercises. pub. in Iceland.

Irish (064)

o1 ( 2) Learnig& Irish I. 1980. Dublin, Institute for Advanced Study.

02 ( 1) An Duanaire I. Dolmen Press.

E 3

Norwegian (030)

01 (.2) Spoken Norwegian. 1964. Haugen & Chapman. New York: Holt, Rinehart, &
. Winston. (Reprinted and available from Spoken Language Services, Ithaca,
NY, 1976-77)

02 ( 3) Norsk for Utlendinger. 1979. Persson. Oslo: Gyldendal. (Reprint of 1966
ed.) - .

03 ( 1) Reading Norwegiaﬁ. 1976. Haugen. Ithaca, NY: Spoken Language Services.
- (Reprint of 1940 ed.) '

04 ( 2) Om Norsk Nordmenn og Norge. 1981. Stokker & Haddal. Madison, WI: Univer-—
sity of Wisconsin Press.

Y

05 ( 1) Snakker du Norsk. Huenekilde & Arnestad. Oslo.

06 ( 2) Norsk. 1981. Stokker and Haddal. Madison, WL: University of Wisconsin
Press. ‘

07 ( 1) Tverrsuitt I and II.

08 * Basic Norwegian Reader. 1966. Chapman, ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston.

09 * Norwegian Grammar.-1977. B. Berulfsen. Oslo: H. Aschehoug & Co.

10 * Teach Yourself Norwegian. 1967. Marm & Sommerfelt. London: 5t. Paul's
House. : '

Portuguese (091)

0l ( 2) Portuguds do Brazil: Lfngua e Cultura. Rev. ed. 1977, Chapira & Gil.
Cabrilho Press. (First pub. Phila. 1971.)

12y
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02 ( 4)

03 ( 6)

04 ( 3)

05 ( 2)

06 (1)

07 ( 1)

08 ( 1)

09 ( 2)

e 10 %

1 *

o1 ( 1)
02 (1)

03 (1)

04 *
05 *
06 *
07 *
08 *
09 *

Swedish

r

Modern Portuguese. 1971, F.P. Ellison and Gomez de Matos. New York:
Knopf.

Portugués Contempordneo I & II., 1972-73. Abreu and Rameh, Washington,
DC: Georgetown University Press. .

Vanderbilt University Press.

A Grammar of Spoken Brazilian Portuguese. 1974, E.w.‘Thpmas. Nashville:

Crénicas Brasileiras: A Portuguese Reader. 1976. Hower & Preto-Rodas.
Gainesville, FL: University of Florida, Center for Latin American Stu-
dies. (First pub. 1974) : ‘

LicBes de Portugués. 1962. Buenos Aires: Editorial  Kapelusze

Vinte Contos Brasileiros. Anthony Castagnero.

©

Portugués: Conversacdo e Gramitica. 1978. Magro and De Paula.
Washington, DC: Brazilian American Cultural Institute. (First pub.
1970) :

Portuguese: An Audio-Lingual Course with Correlated Tapes. 1975. Neto
Salemo. Brattleboro, VI: The Experiment Press. (First pub. 1968)

Portuguese Programmatic Course I & II. 1974-80. Ulsh. Washington, DC:
FSI.

Portuguese Basic Coufse: Vol. I-VIII. 1968-80. Monterey, CA: DLI.

(028)
Svenssons. 1977. Kristiansen.

Svenska-Svenska. 1977. Scriptor.

Svenska for er. Part I & II. (Swedish For You) 1973. S. Higelin. Stock-
holm: Swedish Educational Broadcasting Co. (Fi;st pub. 1967-68)

Lisebok f6r invandrare. M. Mathlein.

Swedish Basic Course. 1954-55. Washington, DC: FSI (unpublished. Avail-

Zble from Spoken Language Services, Ithaca, NY)

Svensk, Svenska Nybdrjarbok I Svenska. 1972. Holm & Mathlein. .

Sprékfdrlaget Skriptor.

FLER Texter Till Svenmsk, Svenska. 1976. Holm & Mathlein. Sprdkfdrlaget

Skriptor .

Svensk, Svenska Fortsittningsbok. 1976. Holm & Mathlein. Sprakfdrlaget

Skriptor.

Svenska. 1972. Bruzazus & Wallin. Kursverksamheter Vid Lunds Universitet.

150
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Mera Svenska. 1971. Bruzzus & Wallin. Kursverksamheter Vid Lunds
Universitet.

Annu Mera Svenska. 1975. Bruzazus & Wallin. Kursverksamheter Vid Lunds
Unlversitet.

-

Ensprikiga Ovningar I Svenska = del I-II. 1976-78. Holm & Lindgren/
Lindgren & Janssen. Sprakfdriaget Skrlpcor.

Svenskt Uttal. 1977. Higelin, Ekroth et al. Sveriges Radio Farlag?

10 *
11 *
12 *
13 *
14 %
Yiddish
oL (1)

Svenska £3r nybdrjare. 1975. Enbrant. Stockholm: Swedish Institute.

(104)

College Yiddish. 1965. Weinriéh. New York: YIVO Institute for Jewish

Research.
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RUSSIAN (006) ‘ ' . .

01 ( 1) Basic Conversational Russian. 1964. G.H. Fairbanks. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, & Winston. ‘

02 (26) Introductory Russian Grammar. 1972. Stilman, Stilman, & Harkins.. New
York: J. Wiley & Sons. (Reprinted 1974)

03 ¢ 8) Russian:Stagg One. 1980. Betkhtina & Davidson. Moscow: Russian languag
Publishing House. (Reprinted 1982) ) .

04 ( 3) .New Voices: Contemporary Soviet Short - Stories. Ed, by K.E. Harper et al.
" New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.

05 (28) Russkii iazyk dlia vsekh: Russian for Everybody. 3rd ed. 1977. Kosto-
marov. Moscow: "Russilan Language" Publishing House. (Reprinted 1980)

06 (15) Making Progress in Russian: é.Second(Year Courses 1973, Davis &
Oprendek. New York: J. Wiley & Sons, Inc.

07 ( 3) Russian Intermediate Reader. 1976. Mihalchenko. Skokie, IL: National
Textbook Company.

08 ( 1) Practical Stylistics of Russian. 1972. Rozental' & Telenkov. Moscow.

09 ( 2) Simplified Russian Grammar. 3rd ed. 1977. M. Fayers Skokie, IL:
National Textbook Co. (Originally published by Pitman Publ. Corp.)

10 ( 1) Russian for The Scientist. J & L Turkevich. New York: Van Nostrand.

11 ( 9) Continuigg‘with Russian. 1968. C.S. Townsend. New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co. (republished, 198l. Columbus, OH: Slavica)

12 ( 2) Reading Modern Russian. 1979. Levin & Haikalis. Columbus, OH: Slavica.
e

13 ( 7) Essentials of Russian. 1964. Gronicka & Bates-Yakobsen. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, Inc.

14 (11) Russian for Americans. 2nd ed. 1973. Ben T. Clark. New York: Harper &
. Row.

15 ( 2) Reading & Translating Contemporary Russian. 1963. Dewey & Mersereau.
Belmont, CA: Pitman Publishing Co. '

16. ( 1) "Sbornik tekstov i upriazhnenii po russkomu iazyku dlia uchashchikhsia
inostrantsev srednikh spetsial'nykh uchebnykh zavedenii (Anthology of
texts and exercises in the Russian language for foreign students in
mid-level specialized academic institutions)." E.A. Blintsovskaia.
Moscow: "Vysshaia shkola, 1972.

17 € 6) A Russian Course (I,II,III). 1981, Lipson. -Columbus, OH: Slavica.

18 ( 1) Heritage of Russian Verse. 1976. S. Obolensky‘_ed; Bloomington, IN:

Indiana University Press. .

19 ( 1) Advanced Russian. 1980. Nakhimovsky and Leed. Columbus, OH: Slavica.




21

22

28

29
30
31
32
33

34

36

'437

38

39

40

. 35

1)
1)
2)

1)
L)

3)
3)
1)
4)

4)

1)

1)
1)
1)

1)

2)

1)

2)

1)

1)

. J-6

"Russkii lazyk v dialogakh (Russian language in dialogues)." 1976.
A.N. Shchukin. Moscow: "Russkii iazyk".

"Kapitanskaia dochka (The captain's daughter)." 1972. Alexander Pushkin.
Moscow: "Narodnaia biblioteka™..

Russian Short Stories. 1962. J. Iwanik. Indianapolis, IN: D.C. Heath &
Coe . . .
Land of The Firebird. 1980. S. Massie. New York: Simon & Schuster.

> 7 : | _ ,
Viewpoints: A Listening & Conversation Course in Russian. 1979.
D. Jarvis. Provo, UT: Brigham Young University Press.

Modern Russian, 2 pts. 1977. Dawson et al. Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press. (Reprint of 1964 ed.)

Basic Russian (I). 1977. M. Fayer. Moscow: National Textbook Co.

Fundamentals of Russian. 1967. H. Lunt. New York: Nortonm. (revised,
1982. Columbus, OH: Slavica)

Beginning Russian (I & I1). 1981-82. Leed, Nakhimovsky & Nakhimovsky.
Columbus, OH: Slavica. w

—— —— ey e——-

Bitekhtina. Moscow.

26 Lessons ig_Russién. 19——.

Speak & Learn Russian. 19--. Danowitz.

Otts'i i Deti. 1976. Moscow: "Sovetskii Pisatel'."

A.S. Pushkin. (6 vol. ed.) 1969. Moscow: "Sovetskii Pisatel'."

Exercises in Russian Syntax, 2 vols. 2nd ed. 1969. Belevitskaia, et
al. New York: Gordon & Breach Science Pubs., Inc.

Russian on Your Own.

Russian Composition and Conversation. 1977. Buxtou. Skokie, IL: National
Textbook Company. (Originally published as Russian Reading and
Conversation by Pitman Publ. Corp.)

Russian. 2nd ed. Pulkina, Zakhava, & Nekrasova. Moscow: "Russkii
Tazyk". S '

Scientific Russian Reader. 1960. Gershevsky. Belmont, CA: Pitman Publ.,
Corp. '

Russian Area Readér. 1962. Vasys, et al. Moscow: National Textbook Co.

Russian Word-Formation. 1975. C. Townsend. Columbus, OH: Slavica. (corr.

& reprinted 1980)

Business Russian. S. Kohls.
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45
46
47
48
49
50

51

52

54

55

56

53

1)

1)
1)
1)

The Russian's World: Life & Language. 1974. G. Gerhart. New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.

The Penguin Russian Course. 1977. Fennell. New York: Penguin Books.

Russian Sounds and Intonation. 1977. E.A. Bryzgumova. Moscow.

The Russian People. 1974. V.T. Bill. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago,

Russian. 1967. Wagner. Moscow.

Russian. 1974. Potapova. Moscow.

Russian in Exercises. S. Khavronina. Moscoy.

Russian Language on TV. Linguatronics. 10 episodes.

Short Russian Reference Grammar. Pulkina.

Basic Russian Grammar Refresher. 1982. Fort Meade,'MD: National
Cryptological School. (Formerly Introductory Russian)

Russian Language in Dialogues-‘l979. Moscow:'Russian Language Publishing
House. :

We Read Russian, 19--. Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House. i

Practical Russian. 19-—. G. Bogatova. Moscow: Foreign Languages~Publish—
ing House.

Text and Workbook in Advanced Russian Grammar and Syntax. lst ed. 1981.
Fort Meade, MD: National Cryptological School.

Particles ;E.ColquuiafVRussian. A.N. Vasilieva. Moscow: Progress.




OTHER EASTERN EUROPEAN LANGUAGES .

Albanian (X¥X)

Ol * Albanian Basic Course, Vol. I-X. 1960-80. Monterey, CA: DLI. Exercises
in Grammar. Workbook for Exercises in Grammar. Glossary.

Bulgarian (021)

01‘( 3) Bulgarski Ezik. 1964, Marinova, et al. Sofia: Narodna Prosveta. (0.P.)

02 ( 1) A Bulgarian Textbook For Foreigners. 2nd ed. 1981. St. Ghinina, et a}
Sofia: Naouka 1 Izkoustvo. (First pub. 1965) |

03 (1) ggginning Bulgarian., 1962. A. Lord. The Hague: Mouton & Co.

04 % .BuLgarian Basic Course, Vol., I-XIII. 1958-66. Monterey, CA: DLI.
Vocabulary. Dictionary. Supplementary Material.

-Czech (013)

01 ( 1)'Czech Textbook For Beginners. U. Sﬁromsikova.

02 ( 1) Textbook For Beginning Czech. 1972. Kovtun and Micklesen. Seattle, WA:
University of Washington. (NDEA)

03 ( 2) Czech For English Speaking Students. 1970. Confortiovid. Prague: Statni

pedagogické nakladatelstvi.

04 ( 1) A Modern Czech Grammar. 1960. Harkins. New York: King's Crown Press.
(First pub. 1953) :

05 * Czech Basic Course, I~VII. 1968-76 (some revisions). Monterey, CA: DLI.

Greek (008)

01 ( 1) Pa Nea Ellinika gia Xenoglossous. 2nd ed. 1967. S. Mavroulia. Athens.
' The' Author.:

’

02 ( 1) Demotic “Greek. 1978. Bien, Rassias, & Bien. Hanover, NH: University
Press of New England. (3rd rev. ed. pub. 1972)

03 ( 1) Modern Spoken Greek for English—Speaking Students. 1964. A. Arpajolou.
New York: Hadrian Press.

04 * Greek Basic Course, Vol., I=XV. 1962-69. Monterey, CA: DLI.

05 * Greek Reader. 1963. Monterey, CA: DLI.

06 -* Speak and Read Modern Greek. 1964. Pimsleur. Pittsburgh, PA: American
Institute for Research.

07 * Greek Basic Course, Vol. I-III. 1975-80. Obolensky & Sapountzis.
Washington, DC: FSI.

13,
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Hungarian (01l5)

01 ( 2) Lehrn»Hungatian. 1965, Banhidi, et al. Budapest: Tankonyukiado. (Also
available through Collet's, London)

02 ( 1) Hungarian Basic Course. 1962-64. Koski and Mihalyfy. Washington, DC:
FSI. (NDEA/FSI) ~ '

03 * Hungarian Basic'Course,'Vol. I-VII. 1968-80. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Latvian - (020)

01 ( 1) LatvieSu Valodas Gramatika. 1966. Endzelins. Riga, Latvia: U. Baltina-
Berzinq. ALA (First pub. 1951. German ed. 1938) . ,

Polish (o16)

01 ( 1) Introduction to the Polish Language. 3rd rev. ed, 1978. Birkenmeyer &
Folejewski. New York: Kofciuzko Foundation. (First pub. 1967) ot

02 ( 1) An Intermediate Polish Course for English Speakers. 1978. Grala &
Przywarska. Warsaw: PWN <

03 ( 1) An Elementary Polish Course for English Speakers. 198l. Grala &
Przywarska. Warsaw. PNW - :

04 ( 2) First Year Polish. -1981. 0. Swans Columbus, OH: Slavica.

05 ( 1) A Beg‘gners' Course in Polish. 1977. Bisko, et al. Warsaw: PWN. (First
pub. in 1966) o

, 06 ( 1) Communicating in Polish. (Basic Course Series) 1974. Penny & Malinowska.
. Washington, DC: FSI. (NDEA) .

‘ 07 (‘2) Teach Yourself Polish. 1970. Corbridge—Patkaniowska. New York: McKay.
- o (First pub. 1964)

08 ( 2) Beginning Polish. 1973. bchenker. New Haven, CT Yale Univé;sity Press.
(First pub. 1966-67) (NDEA) (Reprinted and available from |Spoken Lan-
guage Services, Ithaca, NY, 1975) o .
. ' .
09 ( 1) Second Year Polish. (Forthcoming) 0. Swane. Columbus, OH: Slaviéﬁtfg

o

10 ( 1) Introduction to Polish. Stones. .

11 ( 1) Materialy do lektoratu jezyk polskiegp. 1965. M. Szymczak. Warsaw: War-
. saw University Press. .

12:-( 1) Polish Scholarly Prose. 198l. Rothstein & Rothstein. Columbus, OH:
Slavica. (NDEA) (Reprint of Washingtom, DC 1975 ed.) .

13 * Fifteen Modern Polish Short Stories: An Annotated Reader and Glossary.
1970, Schenker. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

14 * Polish Basic Course, Vol. I-XV. 1960-81 (some revisions) Moriterey, CA:

DLI.
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Romanian  (012) .

01 ( 1) Romanian. (Teach Yourself Books)  1970. Stefinescu-Dragdnesti & Murrell.
New York: McKay. : ?

02 { 3) Modern Romanian: Limba Rémand. 1971. Augerot & Popescu. Seattle, WA:
University of Washington Press.. (NDEA) (Also available from Ministerul
invatamintuli, Rowania, 1978.) ’

03<( 1) A course in Contemporary Romanian. 1981. B. Cazacu. Bucharest: Edit'
Didactica §i Pedigogica.

04 * Spoken Romanian. 1976. Agard-& Petrescu-Dimitriu. Ithaca, NY: Spoken
Language Services. ‘

05 * Romanian Basic Course: Vol. I-VII; Vol. IX. 1963-70, Monterey, CA: DLI.

Serbo=Croatian (014) .

01 ( 2) Teach Yourself Serbo—Croatian. 1972, Javarek & Sudjid. New York: David
McKay. e )

02 ( 1) Serbo-Croatian Reading Passages. 1968. S. Babié. Delgrade: Kolarcev
narodni univerzitet. ' '

03 ( 1) Monumenta Serbocroatica: A Bilingual Anthology of Serbian & Croatian
" Texts from the L2th to the 19th Century. 1979. T. Butler. Ann Arbor, MI:
Michigan Slavic Publications, University of Michigan.

04 ( 1) Elementa;zASerbo—Crogtian, C. Ward.

05 ( 3) Introduction to The Croatian & Serbian Language. 1972. Magner. State
College, PA: Singidunum Press. .

06 ( I) Prirﬁina“gfamatika hrvatskoga knifnevnoj jézika. 1979. Zagreb: Skoliska
e knjiga. .

07 ( 1) Hrvatskosrpski: Audio-vizuelna globalno—strukturalna metoda. 1966.
Leskovar & Pranjic. Zagreb: Skoliska knjiga. -

08 * Serbo—Croat for Foreigners. 1973. S. Babi. Belgrade: Kolarev narodni
univerzitet.

09 * Beginning Course for Serbo-Croatian I. 1973. Belzrade: Institute for
Foreign Languages. °

10 * Serbo-Croatian II. (Intermediate) 1872. Beigrade: Institute for Foreign
Languages. . .

11 * Serbo—Croatian Basic Course: Units 1-50. Hodge & Jankovic. 1976-80.
Washington, DC: FSI.

12 * Serbo-Croatian Pronunciation Phase, Vol. I & II. Rev. ed. 1980. Mon-

terey, CA: DLL. Homewor]Jp Book. 1980. Language Laboratory Exercises.
1980. _

ERIC 137
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13 * Serbo-Croatian Basic Course, Vol. I-XIV. 1958-66. Monterey, CA: DLI.
Glossary. 1968. ‘ “

14 * Serbo-Croatian Basic Structure. 1982, Fott'Meade, MD: National Cryp-
tological School. '

15 * Serbo-Croatian Reference Grammar. 1982. Fort Meade, MD: National Cryp-—

tological School.

16 * Advanced Serbo-Croatian Grammar and Syntax. 1982. Fort Meade, MD:
National Cryptological School.

Slovene (130)

01 ( 1) Guide to the South Slavonic Languages (Slovenian Section). 1980. R.G.A.
de Bray. Columbus, OH: Slavica.

Tatar (313)

oL ( 1) Tatar Manual. 2nd ed. 1968. N. Poppe. Bloomington, IN: Indiana Univer-
sity. (NDEA) ‘ ‘

Ukrainian (017)
O ‘
o1 ( 1) Learn Ukrainian. 1975. Makorova, et al. Kiev: Ukraina Society. (First
pub. 1970-72 as Speak Ukrainian with Us)

02 ( 1) Modern Ukrainian. 1980. A. Humesky. Edmonton & Toronto, Canada: Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies. ' ~




ARABIC
o1 (1)
02 ( &)
03 (15)
04 (1)
05 ( 2)
06 ( 1)
07 )]
08 ( 1)
09 *
10 *
11 *
12 *
13 *
14 %
15 *
16 *
17 *
18 *
19 *

*

“J-12 R

(037) . N ' | ]

Arabic For Beginners; Writing & Reading. Aanhaledy. Portland, OR:
Portland State University Press. (First pub. 1962, Portland State
College)

A

Modern Standard Arabic, Intermediate Level. 1972, P. Abboud, et al. Ann
Arbor, ML: University of Michigan. (NDEA)

Elementary Modern Standard Arabic. 1975. Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan. (First pub. 1968)

A Programmed Course in Modern Literary Arabic Phonology and Script.-
McCarus & Rammuny. 1974, Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan. (NDEA)

An Introduction to Modern Arabig. 1957. Ziadeh & Winder. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

4

A Reader in Modern Literary Arabic. 1964. Ziadeh. Princeton, NJ: Prin-

ceton University Press. \

Saudi Arabic, Urban Hijazi Dialect. 1980. Omar. Washington, DC: FSI.
(NDEA)

I
%

Modern Standard Arabic: Basic Course, Vol. I-XVIII. 1973. lMonterey, CA:U'
DLI . . ' -

Introduction to Egyptian Arabic. 1974, E.T. Abdel-Massih. Ann- Arbor, MI:
University of “Michigan, Center for Near Eastern & North African Studies.

Modern Written Arabic. Vol., I-III. 1978-80. Smith, Naja & Snow. Washing-
ton, DC: FSI.

Contemporary Arabic Reader, Vol. I Newspaper Arabic. 1963. McCarus &
Yacoub., Ann" Arbor, MI: University “of Michigan.

Arabic Basic Course. 1966. Monterey, CA: DLIL

Egyptian Course. Validation ed. 1982. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Syrian Course. Validation ed. 1982. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Spoken Iraqi. 1969. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Arabic Aural Comprehension Course, Vol. I-XX. 1975-76. Monterey, CA:
DLI.

’ .

Written Arabic: An Approach to the Basic Structure. 1968. Beestons
Canbridge, England Cambridge University Press.

The Arabic Language Today. 1970. Beeston. London: Hutchinson & Co. Ltd.

Arabic Sound System: A Practical Guide. Z.S. Soloman.

Comprehensive Study of ggyptlan Arabic, Vol. I-IV. E. Abdel-Masseh et

al., 1976-79, Ann Arbor, ML: University of ﬂichiban, Center for Near
Eastern & North African Studies.

13y
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OTHER MIDDLE EASTERN LANGUAGES

Armenian  (103)

01 ( 2) Medern Armenian. 1974. H. Andonian. New York: Armenian General Benevo-

02 (

03 (

Dari

ol

ol (

02 (
03 (

04 (

05 (
06 (

07 (
na
09
10

11

12

19}

9]

Hebrew

1
1)

3

2)

2)

lent Unions
Armenian Made Easy. 1975. Z. Melkonian. Detroit, MI: Armenian General
Benevolent Unione.

gL

A Textbook of Modern Western Armenian. 1977. Bardakjian & Thomson.
DeImar, NY: Caravan Books. (NDEA)

Spoken Dari. Prelim. ed. 1980. A.H. Latify. Washington, DC: FSI. ©
! K

"(01o)

Thousand Hebrew Words. 1975. Schachter & B. Shafer. Tel Aviv: Achiasef.

A Textbook of Israeli Hebrew. 1976. H. Rosen. Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press. (First pub. 1962)

Ha—yeéod Fundamentals of Hebrew. Uveeler & Bronznick. New York: Feld-
heim. ‘(First pub. Rutgers. State University, 1972)

Basic Hebrew. 1973. Feinstein. New York: Bloch.

Lessons in Modern Hebrew 1 & IT., 1977-78. E.A. Coffin. Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press._zFirst pub. 1976)

Isvaell Hebrew for Speakers of English. 1978. P. Cole. Urbana, IL: Galil
Pub. Co. (First pub. 1975, prov. ed.)

B'vad Halashon I & II. 1967-69. Y. Reuven. St. Paul, MN: EMC.

Habet Ushema. 1968. Cais & Enoch. Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle
Publishers, Inc. Student Workbook, 1971.

Leket be-Itonot ("Newspaper Selections"). Pub. in Israel.

Intensive Readings. 1982. Fort Meade, MD: National Cryptological School,

Practical Hebrew. 198l. Fort Meade, MD: ‘National Cryptolobical School.
Skill Reinforcement Workbooks (4).

Structured Hebrew. Rev. ed. 1982, Monterey, CA: DLI and Fort Meade, MD:
National Cryptological School.

/

140




Pashto

oL *

Persian
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\
'

Pashto Basic Course: Module l_(Sound and Script). 19-—. Monterey, CA:
DLI. -

(Farsi) (052)

oL ( 2)

02 ( 2)

03 (1)

04 (1)

05 ¢ 1)

06 ( 1)
07 *
08 *

09 *

Turkish

01 ( 1)
02 (1)

03 (1)

04 (1)

05 ( 1)

06 ( 2)
07 ( 2)

08 (1)

Modern Persian: Intermediate Level. 1979. Windfuhr, Beeman, Davis, Maha=-
medi, et al. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan. (NDEA)

Modern Persian: Elementary Level. 1979. Windfuhr & Tehranisa. Ann Arbor,
MI: University of ichigan.

The Fundamentals of Persian Reading and Writing. 1981. M. Hillmann.

.Austin, TX: Persepolis Enterprises.

First Year Persian. 1977. Kazem Tehrani.

Introductory Persian. 1980. Windfuhr. Ann Arbor, MIL: University of
Michigan. .

Colloquial Persian. 1976. M. Hiilman. Austin, TX: University of Texas.

Persian for Today. 1978. L. Mansour. Falls Church, VA: Author.

Persian Basic Course: Unit I-V. 1980. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Persian Basic Course: Vol. I-IX. 1960-67. Monterey, CA: DLI.

(053)

Turkish For Foreigners. 1969, Sebiiktekin. Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan Publications and Distribution Service. (0.P.)

Turkish: Teach Yourself Books. 1980. G.L. Lewis. New York: McKay. (First
pub. 1953) .

i
3

Turkish Reader for Beginners. 1966. J. Németh. The Hague: Moutom.

Osmanisch-Tiirkische Chrestomathie. 1965. R. Kreutel. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz.

Turkish Folklore Reader. 1971. I. BaszSz. Bloomington, IN: Indiana Uni- .
versity and The Hague: Mouton. (Available from Humanities Press, New
York) (NDEA) :

Turkish Grammar. 1976. R. Underhill. Cambridge, MA and London: The MIT
Press.

Turkish Basic Course. 1966. L.B.:Swift and S. Agrali. Washington, DC:
FSI. (NDEA)

Turkish Crammar. 1962. J. Németh. The Hague: Mouton.

~
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09 * Turkish Basic Course, Vol. I—XIV. Rev. ed. 1978-8l. Monterey, CA: DLI.
(originally pub. 1965) Workbook (4 vols.) 1976.

10 * Princi?al Turkish Speech Patterns. 1963. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Uzbek (079)

01 ¢ 1) Introduction to Modern Litera:z_ﬂzbek. 1980. Cirtautas. Wiesbaden

Harrassowitz.—?NDEA)
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SOUTH ASIAN LANGUAGES

Bengali (105)

01 ( 1) An Advanced Course in Ben ngali. 1978. Bender and Riccardi.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania. (NDEA)

"Hindi (039)

01 ( 2) First Year Hindi Course. 1980, H. Van Olphen. Austin, TX: University of
" Texas., (First pub. 1972) h

02 ( 1) Contemporary Hindi Reader. 1978 R+ Bartz. Australian National
- University Press.,

03 ( 1) An Intensive Course in Hindi. Pattanayak et/al. 1973. New Delhi: Oxford.
[First pub. 1968]

/

04 ( 1) Hindi Structures. 1979. P. Hook. Ann Arbor, MIL: University of Hichigan.
(NDEA) _

05 (' 2) Conversational Hindi-Urdu 1. 1973. Gumperz and Rumery. Delhi:
Radhakrishna Prakashan. (First pub. 1962-63, University of California,
and Delhi, 1967)

06 ( 1y A Primer of Modern Standard Hindi. Shapiro. (%erox)

07 ( 1) The Student's Hindi-Urdu Reference Manual. 1971. F. Southworth, Tucson,
AZ: University of Arizona Press.

08 * An Active Introduction to Hindi. Units 1-25., 1976. D. Sharma & J. Stone.
' Washington, DC: FSI.

09 * Introduction to.Written Hindi. Stone. Washington, DC: FSI.

10 * A Basic Hindi Reader. 1969. R.M. Harris & R.N. Sharma. Ithaca, NY: Cor-
: nell University Press.

Y
Hindi-Urdu (See 05 and 07 under Hindi above.)

laxal (137)
01 ( 1) Malayalam: A University Course. 1980. University of Wichiaan.

02 ( 1) A Course in Collogquial Malayalam. 1967 R. Moag & R. Moag., Milwaukee,
WI: University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.

&

>

1435
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Marathi  (071)
0l ( 2) Spoken Marathi. Rev. ed. 1968. N.B. Kavadi .and F.C. Southworth.

Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. (First pub. in 1964)
(NDEA) . | |

Nepali

01 * Basic Course in Spoken Nepali. 1974, T.Bs Karki & CQK. Shrgshta.
Kathmandu: The Authors. ;

’

Sinhala

01 * Spoken Sinhalese. 1979. G.H. Fairbanks, J.W. Gair & M. DeSilva. Ithaca,
NY: Spoken Language Services. »
Tamil (072)

0l ( 2) A Basic Tamil Reader and Grammar. 1980. Paramesiram & Lindholm. Chicago,
IL: University of . Chicago, South Asia Language and Area Center.

02 * A Tamil Primer. 1970. G.L. Hart & K. Hartc Madisor, WI: The Authors.

Telugu. (089)

0l (. 1) A Basic Course in Modern Telugu. 1968. Krishnamurti & Sarma. Hyderabad,
India: Author. .

Tibetan (051)

01 ( 1) Modern Spoken Tibetan:  Lhasa Dialect. 1978. Goldstein & Nornang. Kath-
mandu. (First pub. 1970, Seattle)

Urdu (080)

0L ( i) Introductory Urdu. 1975. C.M. Naim et al. Chicago, IL: Committee on

Southern Asian Studies, University of Chicago.
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JAPANESE  (042)

Beginning Japanese. 1976. Jorden ‘and Chaplin. New Haven, CT Yale Uni-
versity Press. (First pub. 1962) (NDEA)

Intensive Course In Japanese. 1980. M. Takahashi. Japanese Lanﬁuase Pro-
motion Center. (First pub. 1970)

’

Learn Japanese (I & II). 1979. Young and Naka jima. Honolulu, HI: Univer-
sity of Hawaii Press. (First pub. 1976) :

Modern Japanese for University Students. 1980._Tokyo: International
Christian University.

Let's Study Japanese. 1965. Maeda. Tuttle.

"Tonari No Shibafu." Advanced Spoken Japanese for Americans. 1980.
Sakuma & Motofuji. University of California. (Videotape). (NDEA)

Reading Japanese. 1976 Jorden and Chaplin. New Haven, CT: Yale Univer-
sity Press. (NDEA)

»

"An Introduction to Modern Japanese. 1977. Japan Times.

Basic Japanese for College Students. 1966. Niwa and Matsuda. University

of Washington Press.

Mastering,the Japanese Language. 1981. BYU-HC

Modern Japanese: A Basic Reader. 1973. Hibbetct & Itasaka. Harvard Uni-
versity Press., (First pub. 1965) (NDEA)

Japanese for Today. 1973. Osaka University of Foreign Studies.

Intermediate Reader:Japanese History and Literature. 1982. BYU Press.

Toward Better Japanese. 1980. Salt Lake City, UT: BYU Press.

Modern Japanese: An Advanced Reader. 1974, Itasaka et al. Tokyo.
Kodansha International.

The Standard Japanese Reader. Naganuma.

Colloqniai Japanese. 1972. Rutland, VT: Tuttle.

Basic Japanese. Towson State University Press.

Foundations of The Japanese Language. 1978. Taishukan Publishing.

Japanese: A Basic Course. 1970. Alfonso and Niimi. Tokyo: Sophia Univer-
sity. (First pub. 1960)

~

The Japanese Writing System. 1975. Takayama Inc.

The Structure of The Japanese Language. 1973. Kuno. Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

145
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23 ( 1) A Manual of Japanese Writdimg. 1979. Cheplin & Martin. Yale Univ. Press.
(First pub. 1967) (NDEA) |

24 ( 1) Advanced Japanese Conversation. 1977. Chaplin & Martin,Yale Univ. Press.
(First pub. 1965, Chaplin and Nihonmatsu) ’

25 '( 2) Intensive Course in Japanese. 1970. Tokyo: Language Services Co. Ltd.

26 (1) Modern Written Japanese, Vol. I and II.

27 ( 1) First Lessons in Japanese. Nagamura.

28 ( 1) Intermediate” Japanese Reader. Tokyo: Waseda University.

29 * Japanese for Beginners. 1976. Yoshida et al. Tokyo: Gakken.

30 * Nihongo No Hanasikata (Hdw to Speak Japanese). 1978. Tokyo: Kokusai
Gakuyukal Nihongo Gakko. Rensyuutyoo. 1973. -

31 * Yomikata. 1977. Tokyo: Kokusai Gakﬁyukai Nihongb Gakko.

32 * Nihongo-Tokuhon I & II. 1971-77. Tokyo: Kokusai Gakuyukai Nihongo Gakko.
Rensyuu—tyoo (Practice Book). 1977.

Gakko. , ‘

33 * Kanji Renshucho Book I & Il. 1977-78. Tokyo: Kokusal Gakuyukai Nihongo

34 * Koto Renshucho (Oral Practice) Book I & II. 1974-76. Tokyo: Kokusai
Gakuyukai Nihongo Gakko. .

-

144
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CHINESE (043)

01 ( l) A First Course in Literary Chinese. Vol. I-III. 1968. Shadick and Chien.

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10
11

12
13
14

15
16

17
18

19

(2)

(1

(20)

(3

(1) s
(4

(3
(1
¢ 9)
( 3
( 2)

(¢ 3)

( 4)

( 2)
( 4)
(D
(¢ 3)

(1

(1
(3

Tthaca, NY: Cornell University Press. (NDEA)

Elementary Chinese (I & II) 1972. Peking: Commercial Press. (1977
reprinted by DLI) :

Hanyu Keben, Intermediate Chinese Textbook.1981. St. Louis: Washington

University Press.

Beginning Chinese. 1980. John DeFrancis. Yale University Press. (First

pub. 1963<=64)

Twentz_Lectures on Chinese Culture. 1967 Huang: Yale University Press.
(NDEA) .

ay It In Chinese. 1980. Lay. Dover.

Speak Mandarin. 1967. Fenn & Tewksbury. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press. (NDEA) .

Read Chinese. 1958-61. Wang & Chang. Yale Univeréity Presse.

A Primer of Newspaper Chinese. 1970. Chih. Yale University.

Elementary Chinese Readers. 1980. Beijing: Foreign Language Press.

Speak Chinese. 1948. Tewksberry. Yale Far Eastern Pubs.

Intermediater Chinese. 19b4. DeFrancis and Chla-yee. Yale University
Press. (NDEA)

Intermediate Reader in Modern Chinese. -3 vols. 1967. Mills. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Standard Chinese: A Modular Approach. 1979. Washington, DC: Inter—agency
Language Roundtable. (NDEA)

3

Read About China. 1958. Lee. Yale University.

Modern Chinese Reader. 1963. Peking‘University..Peking.

Selected Short Stories of Lu Xun. 1979. Chinese University Press.

-

Character Text for Beginning Chinese. 1964, J. DeFrancis. Yale Uﬁiver—
sity Press.

Readings in Contemporary Chinese Literature. (Vol. 2 & 3). 1964-68. Liu
and Li. Yale University. (Also 1970.)

140 Lessons gg Chinese ‘Conversation. Taipei: Ch'eng Wen Pub.

Modern Chinese: A Basic Course. 1971. Peking University. Dover
Pub/Peking University. (A version of Modern Chinese Reader)

Three Hundred Sentences of Chinese. 1980. Beijing Language Institute.
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| 23 ( 3) Chinese Dialogues. Pinyin ed. 1966. F. Fany-yu Wang. Yale University,
| Far Eastern Publications.

24 (1) Literary Chinese By The Inductive Method. 1948-50. Creel et al. Univer-
' sity of Chicago Press.

25 ( 3) Reading From The People's Daily. 1975. Hsu. Yale University.

26 ( 1) Family. 1972. Pa Chin. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

27 ( 1) Written Standard Chinese III. 1982, Huang & Stimson. Faitashen Pub.

28 ( 3) Spoken Standard Chinese I. 1976. Huang & Stimson. Faitashen Pub. (Also
Yale University)

29 ( 2) Chinese For Americans (I & II). 1975. Ching-yi Dougherty. U.C. Santa
Cruz.

30 (1) Intermediate Chinese Reader. 1973. J. DeFrancis.- Yale University Press.
(First pub. 1967) (NDEA)

31 ( 2) Chinese For Advanced Beginners. 1980. Mok. New York: F. Ungar.

32 ( 1) Chinese For Travelers. Berlitz. Macmillan.

33 ( 2) Chinese Reader, I and II. 1972. Peking: Commercial Press.

34 * Progressive Exercises in Chinese Pronunciatiom. 1951, Hockett. New
Haven, CI: Yale University.

35 * Advanced Conversatioual Chinese. 1965. Teng. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

36 * Chinese for Beginners. 1980. Mok and Jofen. New York: F. Ungar.

37 * Beginning Chinese Reader, Vols. I-V. 1977. DeFrancis. New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press.

|
38 * Chinese Characters. 1975. Monterey, CA: DLIq

39 * Chinese Reader, Workbook, Vol. I and II. 1977. Monterey, CA: DLI.
l

40 * Modern Written Chinese: Strategies for Readiq&i Module 1. 1978. Mon-
tarey, CA: DLI. : :

41 * Mandarin Primer. 1966. Y.R. Chao. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Presse.

42 * Introduction to Literary Chinese. 1954. Brandt. New York, NY: Frederick
Ungar Publishing Co.

CANTONESE

01 * FSI Cantonese Basic Course. Vols. I & II. 1970. Boyle and Delbridge.
Washington, DC: GPO.

02 * Speak Cantonese. 1973. Huang and Kok. New Haven, CI: Yale University.
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Xorean

o1 ( 2)

02 (1)

03 ()

04 (1)

06 *

07 *

08 *
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OTHER EAST ASIAN LANGUAGES

(047)

Korean I-II: An Intensive Course. 1975. Park & Pak. Seoul: Yonsei Uni-
versity Press. (First pub. 1961-65)

Myongdo's Korean, I and II, 1968. Seoul: Myongde Institute.

Elementary Written Korean. 1963. Wagner, E.W. and -C. Kim. Cambridge:
Harvard-Yenching Iustitute. (NDEA)

Intermediate Korean: Advanced Leader. 1961. Wagner, E.W. Available in
Xerox form from Dept. of East Asian Languages and Civilizations, Harvard
University. (NDEA)

FSI Korean Basic Course I & II. 1973-80. Park, B. Nam. Washington, DC:
FSI.

Intermediate Korean Reader. 1960. Chang. New Haven, CT: Yale Univérsity.

Korean Basic Course, Vol. I-X. Rev. ed. 1980. Monterey, CA: DLI.

Reading in Korean. Vol. 4. 1972. Seoul: Yonsei University.

14y




Indonesian (048) ;
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SOUTH-EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC LANGUAGES

Burmese {041)

01 ( 2) Beginn%né Burmese. 1968. Cornyn, W.S. and D. Haigh Roof.  New Haven:
Yale University Press. (NDEA)

" Cambodian (139)

0l ( 1) Intermediate Cambodian Reader. 1972.. Huffman, Franklin E. New Haven:
Yale University. (NDEA)

02 ( 1) Modern &“poken Cambodian. 1970. Huffman, Franklin E. New Haven: Yale

» Universiry.

03 * Contemporary Cambodian (7 vols.). Ehrman et al. 1972-75. Washingtonm, DC:

GPO.

Cebuano

01 * Beginning Cebuano. Vols. I & II. 1966. J. Wolff. New Haven, CT: Yale
University.

02 * Cebuano Para Sa Mga Peace Corps Volunteers. 1967. B. Baura et al.
Washington, DC: Peace Corps. i

€t

Ilokano (192)

01 ( 1) Let's Spéak Ilokano. Upmiversity of Hawaii: In press.
:

/

01 ( 6) Beginning Indonesian I & II..1977—79. J.U. Wolff. Cornell University
Press. (NDEA) . . S .

02 ( 2) Indonesian Readings. 1977. J.U. Wolff. Cornell University Press.
(NDEA) - -

03 ( 1) Vocabulary Building in Indonesian: An Advanced Reader. (Pre-publication)
Soenjono Dardjowidjojo. Columbus; Ohio State University.

04 * Learn Indonesian Book l, 2 & 3. McGarry & Sumaryono.

05 * TIndonesian Conversations. 1977. J. Wolff. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-

sity.

. ,--—\\.
.
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06 * A Modern Reader in Bahasa Indonesian. Sarumpaet & Hendrata. 1973-74.
Victoria, Australia: The Authors. : |

07 * Indonesian Basic-  Course: Sounds of Indonesian Speech. Rev. ed. 198l.
‘Monterey, CA: DLI.

08 * Indonesian Basic Course. Vol. I-XIV. 1971-73. Reprinted/revised 1974-
8l. Monterey, CA: DLI. ' '

Lao (222)

01 ( 1) Spoken Lao Course. (Unpublished) A. Cbrisfield.

02 *- Lao Basic Course, I & II. 2nd ed. 1974+ We Yates,‘S. Sayasithsena &
M. Sveugsouk. Washington DC: FSI.

e

03 * Reading Lao: A Programmed Introduction. l974~ ‘We Yates. Washington, DC:
FSI.

Maori  (256) ' .

!
N A
0l ( 1) Te Rangatahi. 1974. Wellington: Govt. Printer.

Samoan (172)

0l ( 4) Samoan Language. 1976. J. Mayer. ‘ -

L]

02 ( 1) Samoan Dictionary. 1966. Milner. Oxford Univ. Press.

¢
-

Tagalog (087) : *

.

- 01 ( l).Tagaloé For Beginners (PALI Language Text). 1978. Ramos & De Guzman.
University Press of Hawaii.

02 * Beginning Tagolog. (A Course for English Speakers) Ed. ‘by "JeDe Bowen.
: Berkeley, Los Angeles & London: University of :California Press.
03 * Intermediate Readiﬁgs in Tagalog. 1968. Ed. by J.D. Bowen. Beckeley, CA:
University of California. ’

<
Thai - (045)

Ol ( 2) AUA Book III. 1969. M. Brown. Bangkok: AUA.

02 ( 7) AUA Books I & II. 1968. M. Brown. Bangkok: AUA.

2
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03 ( 2)-Thai Basic Reader. 1977. Gething & Bilmes. Honolulu, HI: University of - J

Hawail, S.E.A. Studies.

04 ( 1) Thai Cultural Reader. Book I (1968), Book II (1969). R.B. Jones, R.C.
‘Mendiones & C.J. Reynolds. = Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univeérsity Press.
(NDEA) . '

05 * Thai Basic Course. Vol. 1—4. Yates & Tryom. Washington, DC: GPO.
(spoken) : ' o

06 * Thai Basic Course, Vol. I-XV. 1965-69. Monterey, CA: DLI. Glossary.
’ 19800 : ' °

07 * Sounds of Thai Speech. 1966.3Moggerey, CA: DLI.
e :_m-/

Tongan (106)

01 ( 1) Intensive Course in Tongan. 1973. E. Shumway. University. of Hawaii
Press. ' :

Vietnamese (046)

; .
N 14 -

0l ( 1) Intermediate Spoken Vietnamese.“ 1980. F.E. Huffman & Hai. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Presse. '

° . \

02 (‘ED A Vietnamese Reader., 196l. L.C. Thompson and Nguyen Duc Hiep. Seattle,
WA: University of Washington. (NDEA)

03 ( 1) Intermediate Vietnamese, Vol. I and IIL. ,i97l. Liem, Nguyen Dang. South ”
Orange: Seton Hall University Press. (NDEA) N

04 ( 1) Vietnamese Basié Course I and II. 1967. _E. Jorden et al. Washington,
DC: FSI. -

05 ( 1) Vietnamese Pronunciation. 1970, Liem, Nguyen Dang. Honolulu} Univer-
g sity of Hawaii. . L -

06 * Vietnamesé Basic Course Vol. I-VII. 1972. Monterey, CA: DLI. Workbook
No. 1 & 2. 1974. Glossary. 1974. Grammar -& ‘Cultural Notes. 1974.

07 * Intermediate Colloquial Vietnamese. Thuy. T

08 . * Read Vietnamese: A GradeHﬁCourse in Written Vietnamese. 1966. Hoa.
Rutland, UT: Tuttle. » '

¢ -
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SUB~SAHARAN AFRICAN LANGUAGES

© Akan (284)

0L (1) An Idtfbduction to Akan. 1975. J. Berry & A. Akosua. Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University. '

Bambara (098)

— ——

INé?Indiana University Lingulstics Club.

02 ( 1) An Ka Bamanankan Kalan: Intermediate Bambara. C. Bird. Bloomington, IN:
. Indiana University Linguistics Club.

0l ( 5) An Ka Bamanankan: Beginning Bambara.'i977. C. Bird et al., Bloomington,

Chichewa (511).

0l ( 1) Chichewa. 198l. Cg Scotton. Lansing, MI: Michigan State University.

02 ( 1) Learning Chichewa, Book 1 & 2. (A Peace Corps Language Course) 1981.
G.J. Orr & C.M. Scotton. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University,

African Studies Center.

Hausa (077)

- X
01 ( 4) Introductory Hausa. Kraft and Kraft. 1975. Berkeley and Los Angeles:
. University of Califorpnia Press. (First pub. 1973)

02 ( 3) Spoken Hausa. 1976. J R. Cowan & R.G. Schuh. Ithaca, NY: Spoken
Language Services. . .

03 ( 1) Manual of Hausa Idioms. 1976. D.M. Bagari, W.R. Leben & F.M. Knox.
Stanford: Stanford University. (NDEA) .

04 ) 1) Hausa Newspaper Readings. 1967. c. Hodge. Bloomington, IN: Indiana
Universitye.

Setswana (508)

0l ( 1) Setswana: Grammar Handbook. 1979. D. Hopkins. Brattleboro, VI: Pro’
: Lingua Association.

Shona (163)

01 ( 1) Shona Companion. 1974. Dale. Gwelo, ZimBabwe: Mambo Press.

N2 (L) Shona Basic Course. 1965. Stevick. Washington, DC: ®SI.

03 ( 3) Shona Language Lessons. 2n& ed.l'1969. D. Fivaz & J. Ratzlaff.
Salisbury: Word of Life Publications. -
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swahili (086)

01 ( 1) Tujifunze Kiswahili. 1981. Wakhunga. Portland, OR: Portland State Uni-
versity Press. ' ~

02 ( 2) Kiswahili Kwa Kitendo: An Introductory Course. 1971. Zawani. New York:
Harper & Row. -
B ) 'ﬁ‘ . 7
03 ( 3) Kiswahili: The Foundation For Speaking, Reading And Writing. 1979. 7
T. Hinneman & S. Mirza. Washington, DC: University Press of America.

04 ( 2) Swahili Grammar. 2nd ed. 1964. E.O. Ashton. London: Longmans, Green &
Co. (First pub. 1947) : . ' :

Tt (097)

0l ( 1) Twi Basic Course. 1963. Redden. Washingtom, DC: FSI.

Wes Kos (512)

01 ( 1) An Introduction to West African Pidgin lish. 1967. D. Dwyer. Lansing,
MI: Michigan State University, Africar tudies Center.

Zulu (102) .

01 ( 1) Ssay It In Zulu. 1981. Rycrohoff & Ngcobo. London: London University, .
School of Oriental and African Studies.

[

02 ( L) Learn Zulu. 1970. C. Nyembezi. Pietermaritzbury, South Africa: Shuter
and Shooter. . *
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